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TO THE EEADER. 

A few months since, I was requested to furnish, for publication, 
a copy of a discourse delivered at the dedication of a Christian 
Chapel. As I preached extempore, and without notes, I felt that I 
had a sufficient apology for not complying with the request. About 
a month after, I was called upon by the same committee, and 
vehemently urged to furnish a copy. My reluctance, which before 
seemed invincible, gave way; and I commenced preparing the 
manuscript. At this time I thought of publishing only a sermon. 
The work, however, multiplied upon my hands ; and the result is, I 
have made a book. More than half the following pages were 
written after the printer commenced. During which time, my 
pastoral labors were considerably greater than ordinary. 

By laying aside the form of a sermon, I have felt myself freed 
from some embarassment ; and have taken the liberty to extend the 
argument more in detail. I hope my friends, by whose request I 
have been induced to appear before the public, will excuse the 
alterations which have been made, and the extension of the argu- 
ment. 
New-Bedford, March, 1837. 
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SECTION I. 

DESIGN OF JOHN'S GOSPEL. 

John xx. 31. "But these are written, that ye might 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God ; and that 
believing ye might have life through his name." 

I begin with this text, because it decides upon four 
important points of controversy, which, for ages, have 
divided and distracted the Church. 

First, it decides what we musl believe^ concerning our 
LfOrd Jesus Christ, in order to be saved. Some require us, 
at our peril, to believe that Jesus Christ is God ; others, 
that he is equal with God ; and oth^s, that he is vexy 
God and very man. To the true penitent, who utters, 
with a full and bursting heart, the important inquiry,- What 
must I do to be saved ? it is infinitely sweet to turn away 
from the vain and contradictory speculations of men, to 
the pure Word of God— tfl|Uhe words of ?ur text, which 
tinequivocally promise life to all who religiously believe 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. 

Secondly, our text decides for what purpose John wrote 
his Gospel. It is contended that his object was to prove, 
what 18 called in the Schools, the proper Deity of Chiist, 
This is inferred jjarticularly from the fircil \et^ o^ \Vl^ 
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6 , DXsiGN OF John's gospel. « 

proem to John's Gospel, and from the fact, which I believe 
is admitted by all^ that the other Evangelists, especially 
Mark and Luke, say little or nothing in favor of the Trin- 
itarian doctrine, which asserts that Christ is God, In 
casting my eye over the proof texts for this doctrine, as 
cited by Trinitarians, I find very few indeed in Matthew, 
none in Mark, none in Luke. Now as Trinitarians rely 
more upon John than upon all the other Evangelists, as 
furnishing evidence for the Deity of Christ, and as John 
has assured u»that he wrote his Gospel to prove that Jesus 
is the Christ the Son of God, instead of God hinaself, it 
appears to me very difficult for any one to believe that 
John, or either of the Evangelists, wrote to establish the 
Trinitarian hypothesis of the Deity of Christ. It must be 
admitted that no man on earth knows, so well as the 
^writer, for what purpose he wrote. 

Thirdly, our text decides that whatever deficiencies^ or 
omifisions, of the other Evangelists, it was John's intention to 
supply, these did not relate to the nature of Christ. John's 
Gospel evidently implies some acquaintance with one or 
more of the preceding. And I think it not improbable 
that he had in view, among other things, to supply defi- 
ciencies in the foregoing narrations. These deficiencies, 
however, which Jonn has supplied, chiefly relate to those 
transactions that evince and illustrate the criminality of the 
Jews, in rejecting and crucifying the Son of God ; and 
are evidently designed to strengthen that very faith which 
the other Evnagelists inculcate. For they, as well John, 
require faith in Jesus Christ as the Son of God. John 
confirms their testimony, by supplying such circumstantial 
evidence as they omitted. Had John written to supply 
deficiencies relative to the tialure of Jesus Christ, thui 
teaching a new doctrine, not recognized by the previous 
narrations, a different reason, if any, must have been 
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signed from that contained in our text, for thai would not 
have been the true one. 

Fourthly, our text decides for what purpose Jesus per- 
formed miracles. It is contended that Jesus performed 
miraculouB works to prove himself to be Gk)d. But had 
this been his design, John must have recorded them for 
the same purpose. And since John has assured us that 
the signs- which Jesus did are recorded to prove that he if 
the Christ, the Son of God, it is an unavoidable inference, 
that they wero performed for the same purpose. Those 
who \yere eye witnesses of the miracles of Christ did not 
infer from them, as Trinitarians do, that he was God. 
They inferred that he was a " teacher come from Grod ;" 
that he was " approved of God ;" that "God was with him f 
and ** they glorified God, (not Christ) who had given 
such power unto men." I believe there is no instance 
recorded in the New Testament in which any one, either, 
friend or foe, either Jew or Gentile, inferred that Christ 
was God, from beholding or contemplating the miraculous 
powers with which he was invested. Nor did they infer, 
as Trinitarians do, that Christ was God, from the manner 
in which he performed miracles. But lest these state- 
ments should be regarded as mere assertions, without * 
proof) let us examine the facts connected with that great 
miracle, the resurrection of Lazarus. — ^John xi. " Then 
said Martha unto Jesus, * Lord, if thou hadst been here 
(she did not believe him to be the omnipresent God,) my 
brother had not died. But I know that even now, what- 
soever thou wilt ask of God, God will give it thee.* '* 
Here we learn that Martha knew it to be the custom of 
Jesos to pray to God fox the accomplishment of any mir- 
acle he wished to exhibit, and that Qod always answered 
his prayer by performing the miracle through him. 
- Aiki Jesus lifte4 up his eyes, and said, * Father^ I tbsxik. 
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thee that thou hast heard me ; and I knew that thou hear- 
est me always ; but because of the people which stand by» 
I said it, that they may believe, that thou hast sent me 'J 
and when he h^d thus spoken, he cried with a loud voice, 
• Lazarus, come forth.* " Here we learn that Jesus never 
wrought any miracle without prayer to God, either ex- 
pressed aloud, or silently. " I knew that thou hearest me 
always." This implies that, previous to the performance 
of any miracle, he always prayed either mentally or vocally, 
and that God always granted his petition. " But because 
of the people which stand by, I said it, that they may 
believe that thou hast sent me." This implies that on the 
present occasion he prayed aloud, so that the spectators, 
evidently perceiving that he was dependent on his Father 
for his miraculous power, and that the Father imparted it 
to him in answer to prayer, might believe him to be, what 
he professed to be, the authorized ambassador of heaven, 
conunissioned and sent to proclaim' the will of God to men. 
It is obvious, I think, that a careful attention to the facts 
connected with the display of Christ's miraculous power, 
leaves no room to infer, either from the miracles performed, 
or the manner of performing them, that Christ was God. 
I^ is still further obvious;, at least to my mind, that the 
conclusion drawn from the miraculous works of Christ, 
\y his disciples who were eye witnesses of them, is far 
more reasonable, just, and scriptural, than that which is 
drawn by Trinitarians, who infer from them that Christ is 
God. If the piayer of Jesus, in the jperformance of mira- 
cles, was always heard, then he always prayed. But if he 
always prayed, then he always acknowledged that he was 
not God ; for God never prays. So that every miracle 
which Jesus performed furnishes the same evidence that 
he was not God, as it does that he prayed, either mentally 
or vocally. We come, then, to this unavoidable conclu- 
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aotkf that, as Jesus never performed a miracle without 
prayer, consequently, all his miracles were so many incon- 
trovertible proofs that he was not God, but the chosen 
servant of God, whom the Father had sanctified and sent 
into the world. And this brings us directly back to our 
text, which asserts that " These things are written, that ye 
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God ; 
and that believing ye might have life through his name." 
Having thus expounded the text, I shall endeavor to 
state, as briefly aa the importance pf the subjects will 
admit, what we do believe ; what we do 7u>t believe ; and 
whjf we da not believe more. 
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THE CHRISTIAN AND TRINITARIAN DOCTRINES 

COMPARED. 

** We believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of 
heaven and earth : And in Jesus Christ his only Son our 
Lord, who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the 
Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, 
dead, and buried ; the third day he rose again from the 
dead, he ascended into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand 
of God the Father Almighty ; from thence he shall come 
to judge thsf^ick and the dead. We believe in the Holy 
Spirit ; the Holy Church ; the Communion of Saints ; the 
forgiveness of sins ; the resurrection of the body ; and the 
life everlasting. Amen."* 

We believe all which the Scriptures assert of God, of 
Christ, and of the Spirit. There is not a name or a title 
given to Christ in the Bible which we do not cordially 
apply to him. Nothing is said of his person, nature, char« 
acter, power, wisdom, knowledge, greataess, glory, or 
pre-existence, which we do not firmly believe and con* 
stantly preach. We believe in ALL the Word of God. 
Is not this enough ? By what right, or by what authority, 
can more be required 1 More than this we cannot believe, 
and dare not preach. We define all important doctrines 
"not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but 
which the Holy Ghost teacheth." By this means, though 
we " transgress the tradition of the elders," yet we run no 
risk of " teaching for doctrines the commandments of mea." 

* This is what is commonly called the Apostles* Creed. I have cited 
it as corrected by Dr. Barrow, who wrote more than a thousand pages in 
expounding it. He thinks the word Catholic j and the phrase, he descended 
^itUo hell, were interpolated. H«qcq 1 Vvav^ omKued them. 
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"Tke fun(femental principle of Protestantism is, the 
Bible is the only rule of faith and practice.'*--— prq^e^a^r 
Stewart. " To the law and to the testimeJily : if they 
speak not according to this word, it is because there is no 
light in them.'' — Isaiah. " If any man teach otherwise, 
and consent not to wholesome words, even the words of 
our Lord Jesus Christ ; he is proud, knowing nothing, 
but doting about questions, and strifes of words, whereof 
cometh envy, strife, railings, evil surmisings." — St. PauU 

In regard to difficult passages, we admit such comments 
as best comport with the acnptares generally. All expo- 
sitions which contradict plain unequivocal scripture testi- 
mony, we unhesitatingly reject, tf we find any passages 
which we cannot understand, we J eave them unembarrassed 
by a false or doubtful interpretation. Thesis cannot mate- 
rially affect the terms of our acceptance with God, or the 
rules of our duty to ourselves or others. The road to 
heaven is a highway, so well defined that the way-faring 
man, though illiterate, need not err. We are taught, in 
plain words, easy to be understood, both what we are to 
believe, and what we are to do, to be saved. He that 
comes to the Bible with no other view but to learn his 
duty, and to practice it, will find no invincible difficulty 
with doubtful or obscure passages. A plain but pious 
man, who had, for several years, pursued this course with 
great comfort and safety, at length met with a book which 
pretended to explain a great many difficulties and myste- 
riee in religion, which, hitherto, he had not observed. 
He presently fell in with another book which gave quite 
a different account of the matter. As they seemed con- 
tradictory, and he imderstood neither so well as the biblei 
he took down a long list of their hard words and learned 
phrases in order to examine what the scriptures said of 
them. But, to his astonishment, he could find no aaclk 
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expressions in the bible ; nor did he find snch obscarity 
or difficulty in the doctrines as in the pretended explana* 
tions. *'The fools," said he, *'are fighting about their owe 
fictions ; and the water that was pure is soiled by their 
footsteps. I will leave their polluted streams to them- 
" selves, and return again to the fountain.'* 

How plain and well defined are the terms of salvation 
in the Bible, may be seen by the following quotations. 

*' What must I do to be saved? Bplieve on the Lord 

Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved." — Acts xyi. 30, 31. 

'* But who say ye that I am ? And Simon Peter answer- 
ed and said, ' Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living 
God.' And Jesus ans\^ered and said unto him, ' Blessed 
art thou Simon BarJona : for flesh and blood hath not're- 
vealed it onto thee, but my Father which is in heaven.' " 
Matt. xvi. 16 — 17. "Who is he that overcometh the 
world, but he that belie veth that Jesus is the Son of God ?" 
— I John V. 5. *• But these things are written, that ye 
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and 
that believing ye might have life through his name." 

So plain and easy of comprehension are the terms of 
salvation as defined by Jesus Christ and his Apostles. 

If Trinitarians were as well satisfied as we are with the 
terms of salvation, as defined by our great Master, there 
would be no cause of complaint — there would be no dif- 
ference between their preaching and ours. We are so 
well satisfied, that we neither desire nor admit any others. 

We teach that "Jehovah is one."* They assert that 
•* God is three." t We teach that " there is Q»e God, and 
there is none other but He — There is one God, the 
Father."* They contradict us by asserting that, besides 
the Father, there is " God the Son, and God the Holy- 
Ghost." t We teach that there is " one jEHovAH^and his 
. • Sjble. t Cieed or Discipline. 
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NAME one.''* They -assert that *' jehovah's name U 
YHREE — Father, Son and Spirit."^ We teach that 
"Jesus Christ is the Son of God."* They assert that he is 
"God the Son."t We teach that Jesus Christ is "the 
Mediator between Gcd and men."* They assert that ha 
is very God and very man."t We teach that the real 
sufierer on the cross was "the- Son of God;" and that 
" Qod was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself J^^ 
They assert that "ih'e very and eternal God suffered, was 
crucified, dead and buried, to reconcile his Father to us."t 

These contrasts exhibit a wide difference between the 
doctrine we preach, and that of Trinitarians. But who is 
responsible for this difference 1 It does not arise from our 
withholding any part of the word of God. And here I' 
wolemnly aver, that I know of no difference between the) 
doctrine which we preach, in reference to the person and i 
nature of Christ, and that of Trinitarians, but what neces- . 
iarily arises from their unscriptural phraseology. - 
When, according to apostolic injunction, they publish the 
gospel, ** not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, 
but which the Holy Ghost teacheth," we are with them in 
every thing. But when they leave the Scripture, we leave 
tbem — or, to speak more properly, they leave us.— 
•• When men are shy of the * words the Holy Ghost teach- 
eth,' we are always afraid," says Mr. Jay, " they are be- 
ginning to be ashamed of the things." | 

Are we to believe that phrases, construed by uninspired 
men« have a better meaning, or convey a more important 
truth* than the words of him who spake as never man 
ipake % In this human method of defining the terms of 
\ vdvalion there appears to be something analogous to the 
eondoet of the ancient Jews, who were required to offer ia 
■terifice, Iambs, and other clean beasts. They preferred 

* 0ibl«» t Creed or DiseipUae. % iz.f% WotVla. Uttcttimf^ \3^> ^ 
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the flesh of other animals, and consequently they substi- 
tuted the unclean for the clean. They were so dissatisfied 
with the manner in which God had defined their duty, 
that they defined it for themselves by ofiering swine's 
flesh. 

But is it true that the definitions of doctrine, as given by 
' Trinitarians, are better than those given by Christ ? We 
think not. Promises of salvation are expressly made to 
all who embrace the gospel as it is defined by Christ and 
the Apostles. • But no promise is made to the Trinitarian 
as such. There is no scripture which asserts that who- 
soever believes in the Trinity, or in the two natures, or in 
the Son's equality with the Father, or in the divinity of 
Christ, shall be saved. Nor does any scripture assert 
that whosoever believeth not these doctrines shall be 
damned. But if no promise is made to him who embraces 
the gospel as it is defined hy Trinitarians^ and no threat- 
ening against him who does not embrace it as thus defined, 
ia not this sufficient evidence that their definitions are not 
correct ? All who believe on Jesus Christ, as the Son of 
God, have an assurance from Christ himself, of everlasting 
life. All who do not believe Jesus to be the Son of God, 
are assured, by the same authority, that they shall not see 
life ; but the wrath of Qod abideth on them. What, then, 
does the true believer gain by admitting the doctrine of 
the Trinity ? 'If it does not secure to him a single promise, 
nor shield him from a single threatening, of what use can 
it possibly be to him ? It cannot make one hair either 
white or black. 

But it would be well for Christianity if the human fix- 
tures which have keen appended to it, were merely use- 
less. But this is &r from being the case. The new 
definitions which Trinitarians have given of the way to 
l^jt^Fiw, iilstead of making it more plain, have greatly 
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obscured it. With their pretended improvements, it is no 
longer a highway cast up. It has become private prop- 
erty, full of gates, and bars, and intricate windings. 

Previous to the crucifixion of our blessed Saviour, but 
one article of faith was made essential to the believer, viz« 
that Jestts is the Christy the Son of God, Subsequently 
the doctrine of the resurrection was added. Hence St. 
Paul says, " that if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the 
Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thy heart that God hath 
raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved.'' These 
two articles were all which the apostles required as the 
terms of christian character and eternal salvation. And 
they contain plain and simple propositions, which every 
body can understand. But now, in some churches, there 
are not less than thirty or forty articles of faith, all pur- 
porting to be essential to salvation. And some of them 
involving such nice distinctions as scarcely to be compre^ 
hended by any created mind. Take, for example, the 
doctrine of the l^inity, as described by the learned, the 
pious, and the orthodox Bishop Beverage. 

•* We are to consider the order of those persons in the 
Trinity described in the words before us. Matt, xxviii. 19. 
First, the Father, and then the Son, and then the Holy 
Ghost ; every one of which is really and truly Gcd. A 
mystery which we are all bound to believe, but yet must 
have a great care how we speak of it, it being both easy 
and dangerous to mistake. in expressing so great a truth as 
this is. If we think of it, how hard it is to imagine one 
numerically divine nature in more than one and the same 
divine person? Or, three divine persons in no more than 
one and the same divine nature ? If we speak of it, how 
hard it is to find out words to express it ? (f I sny, the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost be three, and every one dis- 
tinctly God, it is tiue ; but if I say, they be tlix«%^ ^u4 
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eveiy one a distinct God, it is false. I may say, God the 
Father. is one God, and the Son is one God, and the Holy 
Ghost is one God, but I cannot say, that the Father is one 
God, and the Son is another God, and the Holy Ghost 
a third God. I may say, the Father begat another who is 
God ; yet I cannot say that he begat another God. And 
from the Father and the Son proceedeth another: who is 
God ; yet I cannot say, from the Father and the Son pro- 
ceedeth another God. For all this while, though their 
nature Jse the same their persons are distinct ; and though 
their persons be distinct, yet still their nature is the same. 
So that, though the Father, be the first person in the God- 
head, the Son the second, the Holy Ghost the third, yet 
the Father is not the first, the Son a second, and the Holy 
Ghost a third God. So hard a thing is it to word so great 
n mystery aright ; or to fit so high a truth with expressions 
fluitable and proper to it, without going one way or another 
from it."* 

The Bishop, a few pages farther on, adds, — " This is 
the principal, if not the only characteristical note whereby 
to distinguish a christian from another man ; yea, from a 
Turk ; for this is the chief thing that the Turks both in 
their Koran and other writings upbraid christians for, even 
because they believe a Trinity of persons in the diyine 
nature. For which cause they frequently say, they are 
people that-believe God hath companions; so that, take 
away this article of our christian faith, and what depends 
upon it, and there would be but little difierence between a 
Christian and a Turk." 

If the Bishop is correct, I ask with the deepest concern, 
•* Who then can be saved f There is not probably one 
Trinitarian in a thousand that could define the doctrine 
correctly, without the Bishop's copy to write by. " So 
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hard a thing is it to word so great a mystery aright." 
And yet we are assured it is as dangerous to get it wrong 
as it is difficult to get it right. 

Dr. Barrow describes the doctrine of the Trinity thus : 
** There is one divine nature or essence, common unto 
three Persons incomprehensibly united, and ineffably dis- 
tinguished ; united in essential attributes, distinguished by 
peculiar idioms and relations; all equally infinite in 
every divine perfection, each different from the other 
in order and manner of subsistence ; that there is a mutual 
inexistence of one in all, and all in one ; a communication 
without deprivation or diminution in the communicant ; 
an eternal generation, and an eternal procession, with- 
out precedence or succession, without proper causality or 
dependence ; a Father imparting his own, and the Son 
receiving his Father's life, and a Spirit issuing from both, 
without any division or multiplication of essence."* 

To one who seeks for ideas with words, what can all 
this signify? It is totally unintelligible. It is a mere 
jumble of words without sense or meaning. Professor 
Stewart, one of the most learned Trinitarians in the world, 
who stands at the head of his profession, speaking of 
the definitions of person, or distinction in the Godhead, 
says, " I do not, and cannot understand them. And to a 
definition I cannot consent, still less defend it ; until 1 do 
understand what it signifies.' I have no hesitation in 
saying, that my mind is absolutely unable to elicit any 
distinct and certain ideas, from any of the definitions of 
person in the Godhead, which I have ever examined."! 

And why cannot Trinitarians be understood ? Is it not 
because the writers themselves had no ideas to express ? 
St. Augustine being questioned on this subject, said, 
•• Human learning is scanty, and affords not terms to ex- 

• Barrow's Works, Vol. iV; p. 307. Loodoii, 1831. 
t See Leonard's Unity of God, p. 237. 

B 
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press it ; it is therefore answered, three persons, not as if 

that was to the purpose, but somewhat must be said, and 
we must not be silent." — Aug, de Trin. L. 5, c. 9. 

This is partly true and partly false. It is true that he 
who says, God is three persons, does not speak *' to the 
purpose." But it is not true that the poverty of language, 
or the scantiness of learning, makes it impossible for 
Trinitarians to be understood. It is because ** somewhat 
must be said," and they talk words without ideas. One 
who has " distinct and certain ideas," can express them. 
When I say God is a spiritual, self-existent, and eternal 
Being, I know what I mean, I have ideas. Others, too, 
can elicit ideas from my words. If Trinitarians had ideas 
of the doctrine of the Trinity, that is, if they meant any 
thing by it, they could certainly tell what they meant. 
Others, too, could understand them. They could " elicit 
ideas from their words." 

Bishop Tillolson, speaking of the "jargon and canting 
language" cf the schoolmen, says, " I envy no man the 
understanding these phrases ; but to me they set m to sig- 
nify nothing but to have been words invented by idle and 
conceited men, which a great many ever since, lest ihey 
should seem to be ignorant, would seem to understand ; 
but I wonder most, that men, when they have amused and 
puzzled themselves and others with hard words, should 
c'hII this explaining ihings,^^ — Tillotson^s Works, VoL \i, 

p. 3d9# 

" The bnguage of scripture is the language of common 

sense ; the plain, artless language of nature. Why shoulc 
writers adopt such language as renders their meaning 
obscure; and not only obscure, but unintelligible; and 

^^ot only unintelligible, but utterly lost in the strangeness 

^M" their phraseology." — Dr. Dwight. 

V ^'JExcept ye utter by the tr njue words easy to be under- 
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Stood, how shall it be known what is spoken ? for ye shall 
speak into the air." — St. PauU 

But Trinitarians render the way to heaven obscure not 
only by a single definition, but by definitions essentially 
contradictory. As soon as it is admitted that the terms of 
salvation are not sufficiently defined in the Bible, and that 
men have a right to attempt an improvement of the gospel, 
the church is liable to be perplexed and embarrassed with 
as many different editions of it as there are writers. One 
man has the same right to claim a hearing that another 
has. This right has not been overlooked by Trinitarians, 
who have furnished us with a great variety of contradict- 
ory hypotheses, each professedly the true one. 

Mr. Baxter says, "Abundance of hereticks have troubled 
the church with their self-devised opinions about the 
Trinity, and the person and nature of Christ. And I am 
loth to say how much many of the orthodox have troubled 
it also, with their self-conceited, misguided, and unchari- 
table zeal against those they judged hereticks." 

But imitating the modesty of Mr. Baxter, I will not now 
press this argument. 



SECTION III. 

DOCTRINE OP THE DIVINITY OP CHRIST. 

We do not object absolutely to the use of uuscriptural 
phraseology, if it be employed for the sake of convenience; 
though it can never be essential to the creed of the true 
believer. We admit the phrase "Divinity of Christ," 
but we object to the manner in which it is oflen expounded. 
Whether Trinitarians generally explain and apply it in 
an intelligent manner, according to the true import of 
language, the reader is requested to judge for himself, 
after a careful and candid examination of the following 
exposition. 

As the word " Divinity'* is not in the Bible, its meaning 
must be sought elsewhere. According to our most approved 
English dictionaries, the first definition of the word Divin- 
ity IS Deitt/, and Deitp means God. Having defined the 
word Divinitt/, we may substitute for it the well known 
and scriptural word God. Then instead of the phrase 
Divinitt/ of Christ, we shall have the phrase God of Christ. 
The phrase Divinity of Christy Deity of Christy and God 
of Christ, are all synon3rmous. It now remains only to 
show who the God of Christ is. Let Christ himself de- 
termine. ** I ascend unto my Father and to your Father, 
and to my God and your God."— JoA?^ xx. 17. Christ 
here teaches us that his Divinity, or G(od, is^ his Father. 
We believe the Supreme Divinity to be the God and 
k Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. The Apostles teach 
K^e same doctrine. St. Peter calls Jesus ** The Christ of 
S|Gfo£{."-^Luke ix. 20. St. Paul, addressing believers, says, 
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•*ye are Chtisl's, and Christ is God's." — I Cor, iii. 23. 
That is, as Christians are subject to the dominion ol 
Christ, so Christ is subject to the dominion of God. '• But 
I would have you know, that the head of every man is 
Christ ; and the head of the woman is the man ; and the 
head of Christ is God" — I Cor. xi. 3. That is, as the 
man ranks above the woman, and as Christ is superior to 
christians, so God is superior to Christ. That this rela- 
tion of dependence was not peculiar to Christ while on 
earth, is evident from his acknowledging God to be his 
God, after he had ascended to heaven, and was seated at 
God's own right hand. " Him that overcometh, I will 
make a pillar in the temple of my God, and he shall go 
no more out ; and I will write upon him the name of my 
God, and the name of the city of my God, which is new 
Jerusalem, which cotneth down out of heaven from my 
God. — Rev, iii. 12. So clear is the evidence that the 
Godhead or Divinity of Christ is his God and Father. 

According to the definition here submitted, we firmly 
believe and constantly preach the doctrine of the Divinity 
of Christ. If we differ from Trinitarians in our exposition 
of the phrase, we have the satisfaction of knowing that, 
according to our exposition of it, Christ preached no 
doctrine while on earth, but that of his Divinity. For he 
expressly said to his hearers, " My doctrine is not mine, 
hut his that sent »te." " For / have not spoken of myself 
but the Father which sent me, he gave me a commandment, 
what I should say, and what I should speak.^' — ^John vii. 1 6, 
and xii. 49. Can Trinitarians appeal to as high author- 
ity, as the example of Christ, for the doctrine they preach ? 
Where has Christ asserted that Goi is three equal persons, 
or that he is Trinity, or Triune ? 

Another definition of the word Divinity \a, state of being 
divine^ or godlike. In this sense of the word we sp^k oC 



\ 



22 DOCTRINE OT TBfi DIVlNltY Ot CURt$Pf4 

the Divinity of the Scriptures; meaning that they came 
from God. Accoiding to this interpretation of the phrase, 
also, we firmly helieve in the Divinity of Christ. We 
believe in the Divinity of his person and nature ; because 
he is the Son of God. If every son is the image and 
likeness of his father, and if Jesus is " God!s own Son^^ be 
must be divine or Godlike. If we believed him not to be 
divine, we should also believe him not to be the Son of 
God, but the Son of Joseph, or some other man. 

We believe in the Divinity of his mission ; because God 
sent him. He said, *'I am come in my Fathers name.... 
I proceeded forth and came from God ; neither came I of 
myself, but he sent me." — John v. 43, and viii. 42. This 
is an explicit declaration of the Divinity of his mission. 
God confirmed the Divinity of Christ's mission by won- 
ders and miracles which he wrought by him ; and also by 
raising btim from the dead, and exalting him at his own 
right hand. Nicodemus testified that no one but a mes- 
senger sent from God could do the works which Christ 
did. The miraculous powers he communicated to his 
Apostles, the fulfilment of his predictions in the destruction 
of the holy city, the dispersion of the Jews, and the early 
triumphs of the gospel, completed the evidence of the 
Divinity of Christ's mission. 

We believe in the Divinity of his office ; because it was 
established not by human authority, but by the will of 
heaven. God qualified him for his office, appointed him 
to it, and sustained him in it. Jesus opened his commis- 
sion in these words : " The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, 
because he hath anointed me to preach the gospel to the 
poor; he hath sent me to heal the broken-hearted, to 
preach deliverance to the captives, and recovery of sight 
to the blind, to set at liberty them that are bruised, and to 
preach the acceptable year of the Lord." — Lnike iv. 18, 19. 
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. * We believe in the Divinity of his doctrine ; because it 
did not originate from himself, but came from God. As 
he came not to do his own will, but the will of God, so he 
sftake not his own words, but the words of God. He said, 
*' My doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me. ... I have 
not spoken of myself, but the Father which sent me, he 
gave me a commandment, what I should say and what I 
should speak." — John vii. 16, and xii. 49. The message 
Jesus brought was divine. It was the message of God, 
who hath spoken unto us in these last days by his Son. — 
Heb. i. 2. The revelation of Jesus Christ was a revela- 
tion which God gave mitohim. Rev. i. 1. 

We believe in the Divinity of his works ; because of 
himself he could do nothing ; but it was the Father that 
performed the works by him. *'TAg Father that dwelleth 
in me, he doeth the works.^^ — John xiv. 10. " Jesus of Naz- 
areth, a man approved of God among you by miracles, 
and wonders, and signs, which God did by him,^^ — Acts ii. 

22. 

We believe in the Divinity of the fulness that was in 
Christ, and the blessings he communicated. For it pleased 
the Father that in him should all fulness dwell. In him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. Col. i. 19, 
and ii. 9. As the Son of God he was full of grace and 
truth. John i. 14. God glveth not the Spirit by measure 
unto him. John iii. 34. 

We -believe in the Divinity of his authority^ wisdom, 
power, and glory; because God gave them to him. He 
said, all things are delivered unto me of my Father. — Matt, 
xi. 27. We believe in the Divinity of all he was, all he 
did, and all he suffered ; because God made him both Lord 
afid Christ, exalted him to be a P/ince and Saviour, and 
ordained him Prophet, Priest, and King; and all he did, 
and all he sufiered, was by th^f 4(race of God. 



In both these senses we firmly believe and constantly 
preach the doctrine of the Diyinitt or Christ. I know 
of no other sense in which the phrase can be understood. 
And yet the charge of not believing the Divinity of Christ, 
of denying the Divinity of Christ, and the Deity of Christ, 
is continually urged against us by Trinitarians. Some- 
times members of our churches, but more frequently those 
who are disposed to join Christian churches, are thus as- 
assailed : '* I wonder you can hear that man preach — he 
dont believe in the Divinity of Christ !" " I am surprised 
to hear that you attend that meeting — those people deny 
the Divinity of Christ ! !" "I am astonished that you 
should think of joining that church — they deny the 
Divinity of Christ ! ! 1" In this way those who are un- 
acquainted with the Trinitarian controversy are imposed 
upon, and made to believe that we reject some doctrine of 
the Bible, some explicit declaration of Scripture. 

** Inconsiderate and rash men," says Dr. Dwight, ** assert 
roundly, though they do not know that which they assert 
to be true ; and have no sufficient reason to believe it to be 
true. This conduct is derived only from a want of a 
just sense of the importance of Truth, and the value of 
Veracity." 

Whence is it that good men are tempted to so frequent 
and flagrant violations of the ninth commandment ? I think 
I have never heard or read of a charge of this kind against 
a Christian minister, but what came from one who had 
adopted a human creed. Every honest man, every true 
christian, who voluntarily adopts and advocates a human 
creed, thinks it to be founded on the Scriptures; even 
though it should be contradicted by every other creed on 
earth. If his neighbor does not approve of his creed, and 
adopt its phraseology, he very naturally infers that his 
neighbor does not believe in all the word of God. He 
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reads the Bible, and speculates upon his neighbor's creed 
through the medium of his own. Through the same de* 
ceptive medium he contemplates his neighbor who has no 
creed, or whose creed is the Bible. But the truth is, he is 
deceived, whether his neighbor be right or wrong. Like 
refracted rays, his moral vision is perverted. He does not 
see things as they are, but as they are not. In this way 
he inadvertently bears false witness against his neighbor^ 
There are probably not less than five hundred religious 
creeds in the world, all of which are contradictory. Con- 
sequently there can be but one right one and they n^ay 
possibly all be wrong. For there is no contradiction in 
truth — none in the Bible. If there be so many such 
creeds, there is but one chance in five hundred of being led 
right by adopting a creed. While one is led right by his 
creed, four hundred and ninety-nine will, by theirs, be led 
astray. This is, I think, the true source of those unfounded 
charges so often preferred, by Trinitarians, against those 
who conscientiously adhere to the Scriptures, to the exclu* 
sion of all human creeds, disciplines, canons, and platforms. 
To a man enveloped in fog, one who enjoys perfect sun- 
shine does not seem to be in the light. 

The readiest way to lose the meaning of the Holy Spirit, 
is to set aside the words by which that meaning is commu- 
nicated. We do not think it safe to attempt an improve- 
ment of the way to heaven by substituting a single sen- 
tence, phrase, or word. We never put our finishing hand 
to what God has left perfect. This is the reason why those 
who are familiar with the language of a human creed are 
dissatisfied with the doctrine we preach. Not hearing 
their favorite phraseology, they think it another gospel. 

Should the holy apostles come from heaven, and preach 
precisely the same gospel they did preach when on earth, 
if they were not known as the apostles, suspicion of their 
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not being sound in the faith would immediately fasten upon 
them. No sect, whose creed they rejected, would be satis- 
fied with them. It would be thought they did not preach 
he whole truth — that they did not believe in all the word 
of God. Should they adopt the creed of one church, they 
would bring upon themselves the unqualified censure of 
all of a contrary creed. 

Nay, should the Lord Jesus Christ, himself, descend 
from heaven, appearing in the same form, and preaching 
the same doctrine as when on earth, there are probably but 
few churches, called orthodox^ that would receive him. 
Unless he would so modify his gospel that they could hear 
the favorite language of their creed, they would not suffer 
him. But this he could not, and would not do, because 
the creeds are essentially contradictory. 



SECTION IV. 

THE DOCTRINE OP THE TRINITY. 

The doctrine of the Trinity in unity, as it appears in the 
ereeds of modem times, asserts " that in the Godhead are 
three persons^ the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost ; 
and that these three are One God, the same in substance, 
equal in power and glory."— Crec^ of the Theological 
School at Andover, 

This definition may be abridged in the words of Dr. 
Watts, thus, ** God the Father, God the Son, and God the 
Spirit, three in one." 

Now this doctrine is to be rejected, because the belief of 
it is impossible. Three persons, each of whom is God, ' 
are three Gods. This proposition can no more be denied 
than the following one. Three persons, each of whom is 
man, are three men. The doctrine of the Trinity, then, ; 
asserts, that there are three Gods. It also asserts, that 
there is but one God. But no man ever did believe, or 
erer can believe, that there are three Gods, and that there 
is but one God. Some Trinitarians have, indeed, remon- 
strated agaiq^ the charge of tritheism, and have asserted 
(but not proved) that the great body of Trinitarians, by 
the use of the woxdi person^ do not mean proper personality. 
But if they say one thing and mean another, if they say 
person, and mean something else, they dissemble. If they 
use words without meaning they talk nonsense. If they 
Qse words that mean — nobody knows what — they "speak 
into the air." This, however, is only an evasion to which 
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they resort in order to free their system from the " absurd- 
ities consequent upon ttie language of their creed." 

The doctrine of the Trinity, as held by the great body 
of Trinitarians, is, unquestionably, that which it appears to 
be, the terms person and persons hemg taken in their proper 
and obvious sense. 

**By person,"^says Dr. Waterland, whose writings are 
preeminent with Trinitarians, *• I certainly mean a real 
Person,. an Hypostasis, no Mode, Attribute, or Property, 
Each divine Person is an individual, intelligent Agent; 
but as subsisting in one undivided substance, they are all 
together, in that respect, but one undivided Agent. The 
church never professed three Hypostases, in any other 
sense, but as they mean three Persons,^^ — See Norton* s 
Statement of Reasons, p. 3. 

Dr. William Sherlock, one of the most learned and 
respectable dignitaries of the Church of England, and cel- 
ebrated as a polemic writer, says, ** It is plain the persons 
are perfectly distinct, for they are three distinct and infinite 
minds, and therefore three distinct persons ; for a person is 
an intelligent being, and to say, there are three divine 
persons, and not three distinct infinite minds, is both heresy 
and nonsense." — Vindication of the Doctrine of the 2Vi»- 
ity, p. 66. 

** The distinction of persons cannot be more truly and 
aptly represented than by the distinction between three 
men : for the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are as really 
distinct persons, as Peter, James.and John." — Ibid. p. 105, 

" We must allow the divine persons to be real substan- 
tial beings." — Ibid. p. 47. 

Dr. Barrow says, " We first should carefully and duly 
be affected with the gracious consent, and, as it were, con- 
federacy of the glorious Three in designing and prose- 
cuting our good ; their unanimous agreement, in uttering 
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tho6e three mighty words of fkyoi to mankind, let us make 
man out of nothing, let us recover him from sin and perdi- 
tion, let us crown him with joy and salvation."* 

Mr. Norton gives the following : '* There are few names 
of higher authority among Calvinists than that of Howe. 
The mode of explaining the doctrine to which he was in- 
clined is well knowtt% He was disposed to- regard the 
three divine persons, as three * distinct, individual, neces- 
sarily existing, spiritual beings,' who formed together *the 
most delicious society.' " 

Mr. Flavel exhibits the covenant of Redemption thus : 
** 1. Consider the persons transacting. These were the 
Father and the Son. 2. Consider the business transacted 
between them: the Redemption of God's elect. 3. Con- 
f sider the . quality of the transaction. It was by mutual 
stipulation. 4. Consider the Articles to whieh they both 
agree. God the Father promiseth to invest Gk)d the Son 
with a thre^-fold office : to make him a priest, a prophet, a 
king : that he will assist and strengthen him : (hat he will 
crown his work with success ; and reward him with great 
exaltation. God the Son stipulates that he will divest him- 
self of his glory, and not. refuse any the hardest sufferings 
it should please the Father to inflict upon him. * 5. These 
Articles were by both parties performed precisely and punc- 
tually. 6. The compact between God the Father and God 
the Son, bears date frt)m eternity."! 

Dr. Hopittis says, ** The blessed Trinity, in the one God, 
may be considered as a most exalted, happy, and glorious 
society or &mily, uniting in the plan of divine operations, 
especially in accomplishing the work of redemption. In 
thitf, each one has his part to perform, according to a most 
wise, mutual regulation or agreement, which may be called 

• Barrows' Works, Vol. IT. p. 39a 

tSee Unitjr of God : bj J. Leoaard, page SIO. 
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a covenant. In perfiirmiiig these 9eii«Kid parla of ihii 
work, one acts as sttpenor, another as injkrior ; or one acti 
under unoth^r^ and by his authority;, aa a]^K)inteil ^-ae^t 
by fahn. This, by divines, is eall^ dM eoMsomy of the 
work of redemption. According to this «€<Niomy, the Sosit 
the Redeemer, acts mnder the Fatkec, and by Jiis will and 
appointment, and in this respect takes an inferior part ; and 
in this sense he is supposed to speak, when hs $ays, Tk% 
Father is greater than I."* 

Now what can we infer firom such statezoents, but 4hs 
" doctrine oi three Gods 1 A family of what ? A society of 
what ? A compact, a covenant, an agreiamsent, between 
what? Not men, nor angels. If we pay any regard to 
the meaning of words, and the force of language, we must 
consider them a &mily of Gods, a society of Goda, a coin- 
pany, or co>^artner8hip of Gods. If snch descriptions of 
the Supreme Being were found in the writings of Yoltaire; 
they would be regarded as an attempt to burlesque Chris- 
tianity. AYid while they appear in creeds professedly 
founded on the scriptures ; while diey are publiished in 
sermons, and proclaimed from the pulpit as essential to 
salvation, is it surprising that the gospel ahoukl have so 
little influAice on the hearts and LVes of men? What 
means could be devised more likely to make unbelievers 
and infidels ? If the gospel is the basis of (he moral vir 
tues, and indispensable to the welfare of mankind, is it sur- 
prising that its progress is so slow, and iukinfiuence so 
inefficient in promoting human virtue and happiness ? Is 
it strange that the chariot of salvation should be so tardy, 
while its wheels are thus encumbered. 

So &r 1VS the doctrine of the Trinity is proved to be ab^ 
fltord, or incapable of belief, it will not be expected to be 
found taught in the bible. But as innumerable modifica- 

♦See Bible News, page lS8/f89. 
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tions have been invented, with a view to free the doctrine 
from absurdity, it may be necessary to examine the Scrip- 
turedl^ see if they recognize the doctrine of the Trinity in 
any form, or li^ith any modification whatever. H^re I 
hope to show that it notjyhere makes its appearance in the 
Biblci in any form whatever, either with ot without modifi** 
«ation» 
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SECTION V. ; 

THE DOCTRINE OF T^E TRINITY NOT ASSERTED 

IN THE BIBLE. 

No passage of Scriplure assorts that God is three. 
If it be asked what I intetid to qualify by the numeral 
three, I answer, any thing which the reader pleases. There 
is no scripture which asserts that God is ihfe^ persons, three 
agents, three beings, three Gods, three spirits, three sub- 
sistences, three modes, three offices, three attributes, jthree 
divinities, three infinite minds, three somewhats, three op- 
posit es, or three in a^^ sense whatever. The truth of this 
has been admitted by every Trinitarian that ever wrote or 
preached on the subject. No sermon has ever yet been 
heard or seen, founded on a passage of scripture which as- 
. serts that God is three. Dr* Barrow, .whose virorks are 
pubb'shed in seven vols. 8 vo., has left us one discourse ob 
the Trinity. But, uuable to find aiiy passage of scripture 
that asserts the doctrine, he took for his text^ Set your affec- 
tion on things above. — Col. iii. 2. He considered the 
three persons in the Grodhead incomparably the most im- 
portant of all the things above, on which we are to set oar 
affections.* 

Dr. Grano, late pastor of the First Baptist Church in 
Providence, R. I. has left us a Sermon on the Trinity, 
which is published in the Baptist Preacher, Vol. i. No. 2. 
But not finding any scripture which asserts that Qod is 
three, he took for his text, Hear, O Israeli The Lord out 

» Barrow'8 Works, Vol. iv. pj 306. 
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God is ONB Lord. — ^Mark jui. 29. Toward the conclu- 
sion tbe Dr. says, ** If to believe there is but one only living 
and true God, constitutes a Unitarian, then am I a Unita- 
rian : or if to believe there are three who bear record in 
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, and 
that these three are one, constitutes a Trinitarian, then I 
am a Trinitarian." As the words last quoted, from I John 
V. 7, on the belief of which the Dr. predicates his Trinita- 
rianism, is now thought to be spurious, how very slender is 
the evidence on which his faith is founded. According 
to his own statement he was a Unitarian; but the evidence 
of his being a Trinitarian certainly does not appear in his 
believing an interpolation to be genuine scripture^ 

Bishop Tillotson has left us one sermon, out of more 
than two hundred and fifty, with this title, viz : " The Unir 
ty of the Divine Nature^ and the blessed Trinity. ^^ But 
finding no scripture which teaches that God is three, he 
took for his text. For there is one Qon. — 1 Tim. ii. 5. 

Dr. Dwighi, late President of Yale College, has left us 
but one sermon, out of two hundred and thirty-four which 
-i I have before me, entitled " The Trinity" But finding 
!| no scripture which asserts the doctrine, he took for his text» 
** Come ye near unto me ; hear ye this : I have not spoken 
ia secret from the beginning ; from the time that it was 
there am I : and now the Lord Grod and his Spirit hath 
seol me." — Isa. xlvili. 16. The title of the sermon is, 
" Testimonies to the doctrine of the Trinity, from ancient 
Christians, Jews and Heathens." When I find such a man, 
as President Dwight distrustful of the scriptures alane^ 
and relying, in part, on Jewish and Pagan Fables, for 
proo& of the Trinity, I confess it seems to xne a much 
fllrooger argument against the doctrine, than, any which be 
has advanced in favor of it. But what is most remark^ 
able is, he has filled ten or twelve pages witk quotations^ 
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from ancient Christians, Jew^ ahd ffea'thehs, and haS faildJ 
to produce a single passage whicfi kisdrits tEAt GiA ifi llirite 
equal persons. 

This may suffice to ^lioW ihilt tiifet'e f& Wo ]^S&igfe rf 
Scripture which asSert^ thi5 do'ctrihe ot" Vl'e Tr5faity. lif 
there were, some Trii^itariaXi Would Hive ^ikcbVi^^ ft; 
it could not have been overlooked by suet ift'c^n fe &arV6'^» 
Gano^ Tillotson, and Dwigh't. 

The words and phrases are 'riot in the Bthte, which are 
indis'pensably hecessary 4d the doctrine of {he i^finify, dkS 
without which no one ever attejiipfs either to 'state or io 
defend the doctrine* 

The phraseology which is peculiar to the doctrine, of 
the Trinity is chiefly the following : — Trinity, Tritine^ 
Triad, God the Son, God ihe Sf)irit, God the feoly G^OBt, 
Jehovah-Jesus, God-man, "God-mediator, iocarhate God, 
first person, second person, third person, three in cfrie, oile 
in three, three equal persons in the Godhead, three-one 
God, The Sacred Three, Eternal Three, two n&tures, 
double nature, human, and divine nature, very Odd and 
very man, coequal, coeternaJ, coessential, eternally begotten, 
'eternally proceeding, eternal Son of God. 

Not ofte of these terms or phrases is in the Bible. But 
without the words necessary to teach the doctrine of the 
Trinity, how can it be taught ? How can any doctrine be 
taught without the use of appropriate words ? If ileifher 
the v^oxdi faith, tior trust, nor belief nor any of thfeir deri- 
vatives, nor any other word of similar import, coulfl Ife 
found ' in the Bible, who would assert that the doctrine of 
faith is a doctrine of the Bible ? IT neither the word one, 
nor the word unity, nor any other word of similar itnpbTt, 
could be found in connexion with God, or any natne or title 
of God, who would pretend that the Unity of God is taught 
in the Bible ? And yet the word one is found in such con- 
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h<exion in a muldtade of pa^siag^, both in the Old Testatnent 
kAd the Ne^ ; wiile this word three is nowhere to be found 
ih sfdch connexion in the Bible. There is ho pretence, I 
bdTi^Ve, that the numeral thret is foiihd in the Bible, 
(I John V. 7, excepted) in such connexion Nvith "God, or 
kny n^e bt tftle .of God, as to be thought to relate to 
thfe doctrine of the Trinity. 

1 cati imagine but two possible reaitons iivhy any intelli- 
gent writer, in teaching any doctrine, should not use the 
proper Words atid terms. He may omit them in order to 
tender hi3 "meaning unintelligible ; as when Jesus spake to 
the incorrigible Jews in parables, lest they should under- 
stand and be converted. Or else the appropriate words 
and terms may not be familiarly known to the writer at 
the time. But neither off thei^e Reasons could have existed 
to relation to the subject utider consideration. It must 
iikve been a prrthe ofbject with ever*y writer and translator 
of the scriptures to be clearly understood. The appropri- 
ate words, too, were in familiar use. The word three is 
connected with a hundred other Suhjects ; and it might as 
easily have been connected with God, as the word one, had 
there been the same need of it. Nay, if it were as true that 
God is three, as it is that he is onSi we might reasonably 
expect to find the word three much more frequently, in such 
connexion, than the word orie; because it is far more difficult 
to believe God to be three than one. All analogy, through- 
out the whole universe, so far as human knowledge extends, 
is in fever of the Unity of God, but opposed to the- Trinity. 
God is the only Being, of whom we have any knowledge, 
that was ever suspected of b^ing thr^e persons. Now the 
care and pains, which a writer or translator will take to be 
clearly understood, will bear some proportion to the im- 
portance and difficulty of his subject. If the doctrine of 
the Trinity be true, and if all who do not believe it ** shall 



36 TRINITARIAN PHl^ASEOLOGT 

perish everlastingly " (assays the Athanasian creed) its 
importance is infinite. That the belief of it is far more 
difficult than that of the Unity of God, will be seen in the 
following quotations from celebrated Trinitarian authors. 
Lord Bacon describes the faith of a christian thus : 

" He believes a Virgin to be the Mother of a Son ; and 
that very Son of hers to b^ her Maker. He believes hih 
to have been shut up in a narrow room, whom heaven and 
earth could not contain. He believes him to have been 
born in time, who was and is from everlasting. He believes 
HIM to have been a weak child and carried in arm^, who is 
the Almighty; and him once to have died, who only hath 
life and immortality in himself." -^ior<i Bacoris character 
of a believing christian. 

Bishop Hurd, in a sermon on the Trinity, speaks thus : 
** In this awfully stupendous manner, at which reason 
stands aghast and faith herself is half confounded, was the 
grace of God to man at length manifested.". — Sermons, 
Vol. ii. p. 289. 

Dr. South, in a sermon for Christmas day, speaks thus : 
*' Men cannot persuade themselves that a Deity and Infinity 
should lie within so narrow a compass as the contemptible 
dimensions of a human body : That Omnipotence, Cknni- 
science, and Omnipresence should be ever wrapt in swad- 
dling-clothes, and abused to the homely usages of a stable 
and a manger : That the glorious Artificer of the whole 
universe, who spread out the heavens like a curtain, and laid 
the foundations of the earth, could ever turn carpenter, and 
exercise an inglorious trade in a little cell. They cannot 
imagine, that lie who commands the cattle upon a thousand 
hills, and takes the ocean in the hollow of his hand, could be 
subject to the meannesses of hunger and thirst, and be af- 
fiicted in all his appetites* That he who created, and at 
present governs, and shall hereafter judge the w;orld, shall 
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be abused in all his concerns and relations, be scourged, 
spit upon, mocked, and at last crucified. All are passages 
which lie extremely cross to the notions and conceptions 
that reason has framed to itself, of that high and impassible 
perfection that resides in the divine nature." — SouWs Ser- 
mons, Vol. iii. p. 299, 6th ed. 1727. 

Dr. Watts describes the. difficulty of believing the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, thus ; 

" Reason could scarce sustain to see 
The Almigfatj One, the Eternal Three, 
Or bear the infant Deity ; 
Scarce could her pride descend to own 
Her Maker stooping from his throne, 
And dressed in glories so unknown. 
A ransomed world, a bleeding God, 
And heaven appeased by flowing blood, 
Were themes too painful to be understood/' 

This is an extract from a poem written by Dr. Watts 
after the death of Locke, on his Annotations, in which, on 
account of * the wavering and cold assent,' which Watts 
supposed Locke to have given to * themes divinely true,' he 
invokes the aid of charity that he may see him in heaven. 
What were the themes divinely true,' appears in the lines 
quoted. — See Nortovls Statement of Reasons, p. 82-85. 

Dr. Watts in one of his hymns s&ys : 

"This inlant is the Mighty God, 

Come to be suckled and adored.*'— B. L ISth h. 

A doctrine that quite confounds reason, and half con- 
founds faith; that proclaims an infant Deity and a bleeding 
God; that asserts that the unchangeable Jehovah turned 
carpenter ; and that God came to Jfe suckled^jnusi be ad- 
mitted, if at all, with inconceivable difficulty* That the 
difficulty of believing such a doctrine, if true, should never 
have occurred to any of the inspired penmen, is incredible* 
Why, then, did they not plainly state- it, as they did the 
easy and analogous doctrine of the Unity of Qod ? Wh^ 
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did they not, sci^ewhere^ expressly state that God is Three, 
or that he ia Triple^ dr Trinity, or Triune, or Triad, or 
Trirsomething, by which our &ith might be asaisted in 
embracing the doctrine? I can assign no reason but this 
most impolrtant one, that no inspired writer ever believed 
the doctrine of the Trinity. 

There is no example in the 3i^e of GoaPs being uor- 
shiped in Trinity, 

There is not a doxology, or prayer, or any other form of 
worship, recorded in the Bible, addressed to f'ather, Son, 
and Spirit, or to a Trinity in any form. The custom of 
singing doxologies, and of concluding prayers, by ascrip- 
tions to Father, Son, and Spirit, is without a shadow of 
support from Scripture, either by precept or example. 

In some churches, the manner of the verbal address in 
prayer, is regarded as the test of orthodoxy. If a stranger 
whose tenets are not known, addresses prayer to the Father 
only, as Jesus commanded, he is suspected of being un- 
sound in the faith. But i( contrary to the express injunc- 
tion and example of the Saviour, and his Apostles, and of 
all the Prophets of the Old Testament who have lefl us 
either precept or example, the minister ofiers prayer tt) 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, his hearers are satisfied that 
he is orthodox. I have oflen heard prayers objected^ to, 
because the manner was scriptural — because the verbal 
address was like that of our blessed Saviour and his Apos- 
tles. To pray in a scriptural manner i» indicative of 
heresy; to pray in an unscriptural manner is indi<:ative of 
orthodoxy! » ^ 



SECTION VI. 

SCJU^TURAL EyiD£jyC£ THAT THE FATHER OF OUR 
LORD iE&VB CHMSJ XS TfiE ONLY TRUE GOD. 

If jtkere should he in the imad^ of any a doubt whether 
Jbhotas, t^ God cf Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, is the 
same Person whom Jesus calis his God and Father, it is 
beliere^ they may obtain entire satis&ction on the subject 
by consid^ing the following passages. The Apostle Peter 
myst *' The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, 
the God of our Fishers, hath glorified his Son Jesus." — 
Acts iii. 13. The Jews said, ** We have one Father, even 
God : Jesus said unto them, if God were your Father, ye 
would love me, for I proceeded forth and came from God.... 
Il is vy Father that honoreth me, of whom ye say, that 
he is ¥OUR GcBJ'^'^ohn viii. 41, 42, 54. Here Jesus 
clearly proves that his Father was the God of the Jews. 
He does not intimate that the Triune God, (Father, Son, 
and Spirit) was the God of the Jews, but the Father OTdy^ 
He whom they worshipped as Jehovah, He who declared 
by his Prophet Isaiah, " I am Gon, and there is none else; 
I am God, and there is none like me." — Oh. xlvi. 9. 

The doctrine that God, even the Father of out Lord 
Jesus Christ, is Jehovah, the God of the Jiws, seems tc 
me too plainly taugBt in the New Testament to admit of a 
doubt. There are more than a hundred passages in the 
New Testament, in which the Father "is styled God 
with some peculiar high titles, epithets, or attributes, which. 
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though most of them are not absolutely incommunicabk, 
yet in the New Testament are (generally if not) always^ 
by way of supreme eminency, ascribed to the Person of the 
Father only." There are also more than iktee hundred 
in which the appellation God is used in such connexioDS 
as necessarily confine it to the Father onl^. Of theK, 
many are totally incompatible with the Trinitarian hy* 
pothesis ; as they not only show that GrOD, the God of our 
Lord Je$us Christ, is another Being distinct horn, the Lord 
Jesus Christ, but also that the appellation God is, in its ab- 
solute sense, appropriate to the Father onlf. Let us 
examine a few of these passages, beginning with the testi 
mony of Jesus Christ himself. 

"* This is life eternal, that they might know thee, (the 
Father) the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thoo 
hast sent." — John, xvii. 3. If the Father is the ONLY 
true God, neither Jesus Christ whom God hath sent, nor 
the Son, nor any other person, is the true God. 

" But of that day and that hour knoweth no one, (i^vSetg) 
no, not the* angels which are in heaven, neither the Sob, 
but the Father only." — Matt. xxiv. 36: Mark xiii. 32. If 
the Son, or any other person besides the Father, either is 
the Trinity or out of it, were God, he would know the day 
and hour. But as no one knows but the Father, it is 
certain that no one is God but the Father. Let us now 
examine the testimony of the Apostles. 

** One Lord, one faith, one baptism, One God and Father 
of all, who is above all." — Eph. iv. 5, 6. If the Father 
is the One God of all, who is above the One Lord, and 
above ALL, it is certain that neither the One Lord, nor any 
other one, either in the Trinity or out of it, is the Father's 
equal — ** The same in substance, equal in power and 
glory." 

'' For though there be that are called Guds, whether in 
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beaven or oq earth, (as there be Grods mai^y and Lords 
oiany ;) But to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom 
are all things, and we in him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, 
by whom are all things, and we by him." — I Cor. viii. 5, 6. 
Here we are taught the ^ve following important truths — 

1. That there are, in heaven and on earth, many, besides 
Jehotah, that are called Gods. These are not idols, for 
no such are in heaven ; but images of the invisible God. 
Christ may be one. See John x. 35. 

2. That GkKl is ** hut one" but one Person, the Father. 

3. That this one God, the Father, is the Source of all 
things — ** OF whom are all things." 

4. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is, in his highest na- 
ture (I speak as a Trinitarian) as distinct from the being of 
Qod, as he is from the Person of the Father. If Jesus were 
a mere man in any nature, it could not be said, in regard to 
ihat nature, that we and all things are by him. Will the 
Trinitarian say that we and all things are by the human 
nature of Christ, which had no existence till the Augustan 
age % As many things existed before that period, we and all 
things are by the pre^xistent Christ, who is the first horn 
of every creature — th^ beginning of the creation of God. 

5. That the one Lord, Jesus Christ, is the intermediate 
minister, or agent, by whom God displays his power in the 
production of events. *' Bt whom are all things, and we 
bif him" 

Again — The Scriptures teach that the Father is the only 
True Gbd, by pointing him out as the only proper object of 
supreme worship. As the Father is the ONLY true God, 
and as he has thua commanded, * Thou shalt worship no 
other Gtod,' it seems to be an tmavoidable conclusion that 
He alone is the object of supreme worship. But we are not 
left to inference merely. He who is the Way, and the 
Troth, and the Life, who has set us an example that ^vr^ 
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should follow his st^s, always pirayed to the Father; f^d, 
while engaged in the isolemn act of i)rayer, he declared thl£t 
the knowledge of the Father, as the ONLY *Rije God, 
€ind of Jesus CJhrist whom he had sent, is 'eternal life. 'See 
John xvii. 3. tie never prayed to his o^wn divine faatui^ 
or to the Son, or to the Holy Ghost. He never prayed to 
the Triune God, or to a Trinity in any form. I recollect of 
hut one instance in which he invoked the Supreme Being 
by the appellation God.^ This was when UpOn the cross he 
repeated the words of Eteivid, " My God, My God, why hast 
thou forsaken me?" — P$. xxii. 1. Just before his crucifix- 
ion, Jesus prayed thus: "O my Father, if this cup may 
not pass away from me, except I drink it, thy will be.done." 
At the grave of Lazarus he prayed thus : "Father, I thank 
thee that thou hast heard me: And I knew that thou hear- 
est me always." So certain is it that Jesus atmniys prayed 
to the Father. 

The precepts of Jesus inculcate the same important doc- 
trine. He said to the Tempter in the wilderness, "It is 
written, Thou shalt wbrship the Lord. [Jehovah] thy God, 
and HIM ONLY shalt thou serve." The word here Irender^ 
serve, always demotes teligioua ser^ce. It is used, 1 think, 
in the N^w Testament 21 times, but fvot once in reftrena 
to Jesus Christ: Is not this as <^«tfmt>e as it is remarkable? 

Jesus said to the woman of Sdmiaria, "The hoUr c(Htaeth 
and now is, when the true worshipers shall worship the 
Father in spirit and in truth :. for the Father steketk 
siich to worship him" If Jesus had said the true worship- 
ers shall worship God in spirit and in truth, theiTrinitdfkin 
might infe/ that he meant the Triwnf^God — Father, Son, 
and Spirit. I cannot conceive how if is possible for Trini- 
tarians, who professedly worship two .othex objects beiddiBs 
the Father, to claim the chsffacter of ''the trueiffdTshiptrs^^ 
since they have no written authority, but "the tradition of the 
elders" to urge against this pUm decmon oi3^«v3& Christ, 
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In compliance with the request of his disciples to teach 
them to pray, Jesus said unto them, " When ye pray, say, 
Our Father which art in heaven. Hallowed be thy 
name." — Luke xi. 2. So in Mat. vi. 9. . ^^ After this manner ^ 
therefore, pray ye : Our Father whiqh art in heaven." If 
Jesus had intended to teach his disciples to pray to the 
Triune God of human creeds, is it not morally certain, to 
say the least, that he would hav^ directed them to use the 
general appellation Gop % Had he done so, the idea of a 
Trinity would not have been so certainly precluded. But 
by teaching them to pray tp one person only, the Father, 
to whom hePhimself prayed, to whom their fathers prayed, 
and whom he declares to be the ONLY true God, he has 
entirely precluded even tjie possibility of such an inference. 
And is it not more than probable that it was one design of 
o'lr Saviour in being thus explicit in regard to the object 
of prayer, to leave no room for such an inference ? 

Had our Saviour,- in prophetic vision, surveyed the age 
in which we live, and had it been hifi intention to give in- 
structions relative to the object of prayer in such a manner 
as to leave no pretext to infer the doctrine of a Trinity of 
pardons in God, I cannot conceive how ho could have em- 
ployed bett^er phraseology, or chosen more appropriate 
worda. 

Kthe Apostles had taught us any thing contrary to the 
instructions of the Great Teacher, we should be at no loss 
to determine by whose authority we ought to be governed. 
But they have not done so. They have taught, both by 
example and precept, that the Father of oiix Lord Jesus 
Christ is the (?»Z^^ject of supreme worship. See the fol- 
lowing passages, tlom. xv. 5\ 6. Eph. ii. 18, iii. 14, and 
V. 20. Phil. iii. a. ' Gk)L i. 3, 12, and iii. 17. James iii. 9. 
I Pet. i. 17. 



SECTION VII. 

CHRIST TESTIFIES THAT HE IS NOT GOD. 

Christ, speaking of his sheep, said, " My Father, which 
gave them me, is greater than all ; and none is able to 
phick them out of my Father's hand, I and my Father 
are one. Then the Jews took up stones again to stone 
him. Jesus answered them. Many good works have I 
showed you from my Father ; for which of these works do 
ye stone me 1 The Jews answered him saying, For a good 
work we stone thee not, but for blasphemy, and because 
thou, being a man, makest thyself God." — John x. 29 — S3. 
As this is the only instance recorded in the Bible in which 
Jesus was accused-of making himself Grod, his answer must 
be important and decisive. ** Jesus answered them, Is it 
not written in your law, I said, ye are Gods ? If he called 
them Gods unto whom the word of God came, and the 
Scripture cannot be broke^i; say ye of him whom the 
Father hath sanctified and sent into the world. Thou blas- 
phemest ; because I said, I am the Son of God ?" — Verse 
34—36. . 

In this refutation Jesus denies being God ; denies calling 
hiniself God ; and repels the accusation of blasphemy even 
on the supposition that he %ad called himself God. He 
denies being God, by asserting that hoi was sanctified and 
sent into the world by his Father. God could not be sanc- 
tified, nor sent ; neither has he any Father. He denies 
calling himself God, by asserting that he had only called 
elf the Son of God. A £ither and son are two distinct 
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)eings ; nor is there any term that more strongly marks 
ierived existence, than the term son. Besides, Jesus founds 
Jie propriety of calling himself the Son of God, not on any 
iiing peculiar in his nature, or any supposed resemblance 
yi likeness to his Father, but simply on the ground of his 
being sanctified and sent by the Father. He repels the 
charge of blasphemy, by appealing to the well known 
scripture usage, by which they are called Gods unto whom 
the word of God came. So that if he had called himself 
Gtod (which he had not done) it would have implied, ac- 
cording to his own explanation, nothing more than that he 
was a divine messenger — one to whom the word of God 
came. That this is the sense in which the *Jews understood 
the answer of Jesus is evident from the &ct that they never 
after accused him of maMng himself God, thoUgh urged 
to do so by considerations as powerful as can well be x^on- 
ceired. When he was arraigned before their Council, and 
the accusation was blasphemy, they made great efforts to. 
support the charge. They could not obtain the necessary 
evidence. After they had suborned witnesses, all they 
could prove by them was, that he had said he could raise 
up the Temple in three days. Now if Jesus had ever 
made himself Grod, or intimated any desire to be considered 
as God, it is incredible that they should not have urged it 
i^inst him at a time like^this. This would have been the 
very evidence they felt themselves so much in need o£ 
When they were ready to seize on every circumstance, 
however trifling; and were driven to extremities, to obtain 
witnesses to support the charge of blasphemy, it is incredi- 
ble, I say, that they sj^ould not have availed .themselyes of 
such an advantage. It is as certain, then, that Jesus never 
made himself God, as it is that the Jews did not urge it 
against him at his trial. 

Let us suppose the same Jews who accused Jesua oC 
p* 
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making himself God, had heard other Jews, who were not 
present when he confuted their charge, complaining that 
they had heard him call himself God: would they not ka?8 
been likely to answer them somewhat in the following 
manner ? ** We ourselves once thought we heard him call 
himself God ; and we accused him of it, and threatened to 
stone him. But instead of acknowledging it, he denied it; 
and convinced us that we had accused him wrongfully — 
that he did not call himself God, but simply the Son <tf 
God, whom the Father had sanctified and sent." Again, 
had these same Jews, whom he had thus convinced, after- 
wards heard him actually call himself God, would they 
not, must they &•!, have understood him to mean nothing 
i more than, that he was one to whom the word of God camel 
Yet astonishing as it may seem, his answer and explana- 
tion,, which perfectly satisfied his enemies, does not appear 
to have satisfied his friends ; nor to have restrained them 
from repeating the same charge which he refuted, viz« 
that he, being a man, made himself God. 

Let us suppose a royal Missionary to be sent to a foreign 
land, to publish a most important doctrine. The Missiona- 
ry is perfectly acquainted with all the difficulties and dan- 
gers of the mission. Hq foresees all the opposition he must 
meet, and all the hardships he must encounter, before he 
undertakes. A satisfactory reward being offered, he cheer- 
fully engages in the work. Having arrived at the field of 
his labor, he opens his commission, exhibits his credentials, 
and enters upon his work. He preaches the true doctrine 
of his mission. His hearers perfectly understand his mean- 
ing, but they dislike the doctrine, and vehemently remon- 
strate against it. They accuse him of holding and preaching 
a doctrine in 'the highest degree absUrd and blasphemous. 
Finally they severely threaten him, in case he does not re- 
tract what he has said, and abandon his position. He now 
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mes forward in self-defence, and assures them that they 
kve mistaken his meaning — that he did not intend to he 
^understood. He explains himself in a sense wholly dif* 
rent from that which they had conceived, and the offensive 
KJtrine' entirely disappears. They admU the. explanation, 
id never after accuse him of preaching the offensive doc- 
ine. 

Now what should we think of such a missionary? Should 
'e not think that he had violated the high trust reposed in 
im, in the most imjustifiable inanner ? Should we not think, 
fed justly too, that he had made complete shipwreck of his 
ission ? Yet such a Missionary, according to the doctrine 
' Trinitarians, was the Lord Jesus Christ. He came from 
saven to earth to publish a revelation from God. The 
j06t important part of this revelation^ say^ the Trinitarian, 
the doctrine of the Trinity. Jesus came, then, to preach 
« doctrine of the J'rinity. He proclEiimed the object of 
8 mission, and ei^ered upon his work. He preached the 
>ctrine of the Trinity He made himself God. His bear- 
's clearly comprehended his meaning, but they disliked the 
>ctrine. They accused him of blasphemy; and finally 
.ey threatened to stone him. The situation in which Jesus 
>w appears is ^11 of the most thrilling interest. He has 
iblished the fundamental doctrine of his mission ; and it is 
sjected For preaching the truth his life is threatened 
[ow what ought he to do ? What can he do 1 That he 
lonid dissemble is incredible. That he shquld be intinii- 
ited, if he is Grod, is impossible. If he answers for himself 

all, he must, unquestionably, confirm the doctrine of his 
iasion. If he preached what his hearers accused him of 
■eaching, he must now confirm them in the belief they had 
pressed. He must leave them fully impressed with the 
llowing sentiments. ** You understand me to «ay that I 
a God. In this you are correct. This is the true doc- 
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trine of my missioii. I shall, therefore, continue tj^y 
it, whatever be the conseqiiences. You may ca^-i 
blasphemer; or you may stone me. Allj;i^j 
than this, I expected before I came into the world. . I kziff^r 
firom the beginning, what was in man ; and wlmt oppas^uiBtj 
I should excite by telling you the truth. You may^nevwc^^j 
have another opportunity, so favorable, of hearing this great '* 
and important doctrine from my lips." But how essentially 
different was the course Jesus pursued. He confuted them 
absolutely. He answered them in such a manner that the 
doctrine of the Trinity entirely disappeared. He left his 
captious hearers so fully convinced that he had not mada 
himself God, that they never again accused him of it ; Hot* , 
witLstanding they were urged to do so by the axost powerful 
motives, connected with the circumstances of his trial already 
mentioned. 

In reviewing this sulject it appears tl^t the Jews had no 
just cause to accuse Jesus of making himself God. He had 
said, I and my Father are one. He Ad not say one nature^ 
one essence, one being, or one God A Father and Son are 
two distinct beings. Christ is assuring his disciples of their 
safety. He calls them his sheep ; and says, neilker shall 
any man pluck them out of my hand. As additional secu- 
rity he adds. My Father who gave them me is greater than 
ally and no man is able to pluck them out of my Father's 
hand. He here declares the Father to be greater than aH 
consequently, greater than himself If the sheep had not 
belonged to the Father before they belonged to Christ, the 
Father could not have given them to h^m , If the Father 
were not greater than the Son, his care of the sheep would 
have added nothing to their safety. / and my Father are 
one, means one in the business of watching over and pro- 
tecting the sheep. Paul and Apollos are one. The hus- 
band and wife are one. All Christians are oner JesuB 
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^••||jira|w tbat all his disciples might be one in the same sense 

V^^^^ h0 apdr his Father are one. " That they may be one, 

^jt9^^^fi>e artone,^} John xvii. 22. 

{^ VTLe ^ame unfeimess, on the part of the Jews, appears in 

^fte fifth chapter, where they accused Jesus of making him- 
self* 6^«aZ with God, only for saying that God was his 

■ Father. A charge which Jesus immediately refuted by 
saying,. V^riiy, verily, I say unto you, the Son can do 
nothing of himself. If Jesus were God's equal he could 
do. every thing himself. 

If any are disposed to insist, as did the imbelieving Jews, 
that Jesus made himself God, or equal with God, they 
ought, in order to be consistent with themselves, to insist, 
also, that he ifias a blasphemer, and that he had broken the 
Sabbath : For they were the same witnesses that testified to 
the whole. 

It is worthy of remark that Jesus was not accused of 
making himself equal with the Father, the supposed first 
person in the Trinity.* There is no more allusion to ^er- 
sans in God, than there is of oceans or continents in him. 
Jesus is called "the express image of his person," not 
persons. There is but one other passage in the Bible 
where the word equal is found in such connexion with God, 
or Christ, or Spirit, or Ghost, as to be thought to relate to 
persons in God. " Who, being in the form of God, thought 
it not robbery to be equal with G^." — Phil. ii. 6. But 
here is no allusion to persons in God — an idea which does 
not appear to have been conceived by any writer in the 
Bible. On the other hand the Scriptures plainly teach that 
the one God has no equal. " To whom then will ye liken 

, me, or shall I be equa^? saith the Holy Onb." — Isa. xl. 
25. Dr. Doddridge, on Phil. ii. 6, says^ " To be and appear 
as God." So icra 9e(a is most exactly rendered, agreeable to 
the force of laa in many places in the Septuagint, which Dr. 
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Whitby has collected in his note on ibis placa The proper 
Greek phrase equal to God, is i<Tov to 8«m, which is used, 
John V. 18.'** There is bat one instance, then, in the BiUfi, 
in which Jesus was accused of making himself eqiuU wUk 
God ; and his answer, as we have already shown, implied 
that the charge was false. 

If Christ was God he must have been possessed of the 
essential attributes of God. He must have been unorigi- 
nated, self-existent, immortal, invisible, unchegigeable, onoi- 
scient, all-wise, all-good; all-powerful, and omnipresent ^ 
Jesus disclaimed the possession of every one of these prop- 
erties. He was not imoriginated — for he said, *As the 
Father hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son k 
have life in himself J He is not self-existent—- for he said, 
*/ live BY the Father.^ He was not unmortal— for be 
was once dead ; . and the Apostle says, that * He only, who ifl 
the ordif Potentate, hath immortality.' He was not invisiUe 
— r- for he was seen of all ; but no one hath seen Gop at an^ 
time. Jesus said of God, * Ye havA[ieither he^d his voice 
at any time, ^nor seen Ms shapeJ He was not unchange 
able — for he experienced many of the most afiectiii^ 
changes to which man is liable. He increased in wisdmn 
and in stature, and in favor with God and man. He was 
himgry, and thirsty, and weary. He died and revived 
again. He was not omniscient — for he knew not xhe day, 
nor the hour of a certain event. He was not all-wise — foj 
an Apostle ascribes glory to the Father as the orUy tDis^ 
God. He was not all-goo4 — for when the young noble 
man called him * Grood Master,' he declined the appellatioi 
saying, * Why callest thee me good? there is. nixie, good bu 
one, that is God.' He was not all-powerfal'— for of him 
self he could do nothing. The mighty worht vdiich he dai 
he did not of himself And he expressly wid * The Fa 

* See Faauiy Expositor. 
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iher is greater than I.' He was not omnipresent — for he 
said to his di3ciples, in relation to the. family at Bethany, 
where Lazarus died, * I am glad for your sakes that I was 
mot there^* And when he went to see the afflicted family, 
Martha and Mary hoth said to him, ^ Lord, if thou hadst 
been here, my hrother had not died.' 

Finally, if Jesus is God there must be, according to the 
Scriptures, a Mediator between Jesus and men. " There is 
otf^ God and one Mediator between God and men, the 
man^Chyist Jesus." Is not the Trinitarian, who asserts that 
the 'man 'Ohfist Jems is the one God, under obligation to 
point olit the one Mediator between him and misn ? Will 
it be pretended that there is "dne Mediator" between Jesus 
axidin<6n? If Jesus is God, he must have '*so loved the 
world that he gave his only begotten Son." Can the Trin- 
itarian point us to "the only begotten Son" of Jesus Christ? 
He ecfrtamly cannot.* 

*Tbe basis of this aigameaA [Section VII.] was suggMted by an exeel- 
lint arfkle written four or ^e ^^ears ago, by a much esteemed friend in 
PoitlaBd. The article, with the si^atore ''I. N." was first pablis&ed in 
a newspaper, but subsequently copied into the Christian Register, I read 
fl-at-dMt tune, bnt have nev«r seen it since. I have only to regret that 
■Mr eopy no more resembles the original; I have followed my worthy 
flfleiid noncsquii pedibus. 






SECTION Vllt 

OF WORSHIP ADDRESSED TO CHRIST. 

To worship is to adore, to reverence, to honor, to submit 
to ; and this homage differs as much in nature and degree, 
as the beings to whom it is rendered differ in nature, char- 
acter, or dignity. Therefore to infer that all objects of wor- 
ship are equal, is, in the highest degree, absurd. It is 
maintained by Trinitarians, that worship being ascribed to 
Christ, in the Scriptures, proves him to be God. That 
Christ is to be worshiped according to a scriptural use of 
the term, is admitted by alL But the only question is, in 
what sense is he to be worshipped? Inattention to the true 
import of words has been the sourc^f many errors, and of 
much animosity among christians. The word worship is 
now generally used to express the religious homage due U> 
God But this is not the only sense in which the word ns 
tised in the Bible. Illustration: "And all the congregation 
bowed down their heads, and worshiped the Lord and the 
king" 1 Chron. xxix. 30. That is, they worshiped tbe 
Lord as God.' and David as their Kong. " Then the King 
Nebuchadnezzar fell upon his face and worshiped Dawiel.^^ 
Dan. ii 46. Had the king worshiped Daniel as God, he 
would have been guilty of idolatry; and Daniel would, un- 
questionably, have reproved him. But no reproof was 
intimated. Cornelius, when Peter first came into his house, 
" fell down at his feet, and worshiped him.^- — ^Acts x. 25. 
Yet Cornelius knew that Peter was not God. Nor did 
Peter reprove iiiitL; which he would have done, had Come- 
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lias been guilty of an act of idolatry. Peter only declined 
the homage, saying, " I myself also am a man." As if he 
had said, " I pretend to no superiority or dominion over oth- 
ers, which can entitle me to such homage." Thus it is 
evident that the word worship is used in the Scriptures to 
denote that reverence and submission which an inferior 
owes to a superior ; as well as to denote that supreme ado- 
ration which is due to God only. That Christ used the 
term in this sense, is obvious from the following passages. 
''But when thou art bidden, go and sit down in the lowest 
room ; that when he that bade thee cometh, he may say 
unto thee, * Friend, go up hio^her :' Then thou shalt have 
worship^ in the presence of them that sit at meat with thee." 
— LttJcc, xiv. 10. Speaking of the conduct of a servant 
towards an earthly benefactor, Christ says, " The servant 
fell down and worshiped him.^^ These passages show that 
we are not lo build our faith upon the mere sound of words; 
but on the broad basis of unequivocal Scripture testimony. 
That thiAind of worship should never have been offered 
to Jesus, by any of the hundreds and thousands on whom 
he bestowed special favors, is incredible. That they should 
have worshiped him as God, is also incredible — for we 
have already seen, (page 7) that those who saw and en- 
joyed the miraculous displays of his grace and mercy, never 
inferred that he was God. The worship offered by those 
who were the happy subjects of these blessings, must have 
been such as to comport with the character they conceived 
him to bear. Did they believe him to be ** a Teacher come 
from God," they worshiped him as such. Did they be- 
lieve ** God was wUh him," they worshiped him as such. 
Did they regard him as **a man approved of God, by mira- 
eles, and wonders, and signs, which God did by him," they 
worshiped him as such. Did they believe him to be the **Son 
of Gop," whom God had sanctified and sent U^ the world, 

s 
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they worshiped as such. When he stilled the winds and 
the A^'aves, his disciples worshiped him, not as God, but as 
the Son of God : for they said in just so many words, "Of 
a truth thou art the Son of God." — Matt. xiv. 33. The 
man bom blind, whose eyes Jesus opened, worshiped him, 
not*as God, but as the Son of God. For Jesus "said unto 
him, * Dost thou believe of the Son of God?' He answered 
and said, * Who is he. Lord, that I might believe on him?' 
And Jesus said unto him, * Thou hast both seen him, and 
it is he that talketh with thee.' And he said, • Lord, I be- 
lieve.' And he worshiped himP^^John, ix. 35-38. This, 
1 think, is the only instance recorded by John in which 
*' worsliip" is ascribed to Christ. How is this to be recon- 
ciled with the belief that John wrote particularly to prove 
that Christ is God 1 Besides the two just quoted, 1 think 
there are but nine passages recorded by all the four Evan- 
gelists, in which persons who came to Christ as suppliants 
for favors, or who had been witnesses of his miraculous 
works, are said to have worshiped him.* Hdl^thiere beeo 
an hundred times as many, it would not have been surpri- 
siag. If the reader will carefully examine those passages, 
he will perceive that there is no circumstance connected 
^vith them which intimates that Christ was worshiped (u 
God. Seven out of the eleven are recorded by Matthew; 
who informs us that Jesus instructed his disciples, " Afterr 
this manner pray ye, * Our Father,' " &c., and who a»- 
gures us that he restricted supreme worship to Jehovah. 

* 3fa//. viii. 2, the leper t ix. 18, the ruler: xv. 25, the woman or Ca- 
naan : XX. 20; the wife of Zebedee : xxviii. 9, the woman who. had been at 
tlie se})ulchre : verse 17, the eleven disciples. Mark, v. 6— xv. 19. Lukij 
xxiv. btf where we find the eleven, on the ascension of Christ, worshiped 
him, and, returning to Jerusalem, ' were continually in the Temple proint^ 
and blessing Gon,* In all these instances, let the reader substitute, for 
' worshiped hyn/ did him hofnagt or obeisance^ and then judge whether 
Jesys vas worsliiped as Gop, or as the Christ, the Son of God, whom the 
Father had 9ttnt^iiediwtk<A sent into l^e v:,orld. 



WORSHIP ADDRESSED TO CHRIST* 55 

(See page 42.) There is nothing but the mere sound of the 
English word worship, that fevors the'idea that Jesus was 
worshiped aa God. Had the translators rendered it did 
Kim obeisance^ as Archbishop Nevvcome has done, in Matt. 
TiiL 2, there would be nothing to favor the belief that su- 
preme adoration was intended. It was the constant prac-. 
tice of our blessed Saviour, whenever his discourses or 
miracles had excited the astonishment of the people, to lead 
their minis away from himself, to the invisible Father, as 
the original source of all his wisdom and power, and con- 
sequently the only proper object of supreme adoration and 
praise. And we hi/>io that, sometimes at least, the people 
entertained these just sentiments. (See page 7.) There is 
no evidence that worship was ever offered to, or accepted 
by, Jesus Christ, without a higher reference to the glory of 
Odd the Father. 

"For the Father judgeth no man ; but hath committed 
all judgment unto the Son : That all men should honor the 
Son, even as they honor the Father. He that honoreth not 
the Son, honoreth not the Father which hath sent him." — 
John, V. 22, 23. It has been often insisted upon, by Trini- 
tarians, that the word honor here means worship, and that 
the passage requires that Jesus should be worshiped as God. 
This, I think, is not correct. If honor here means worship, 
we may substitute the latter for the former, without altering 
the sense. Verse 23 would then read thus — " He that war- 
shipeth not the Son, worshipeth not the Father which hath 
gent him." But this would not be true. Many worship 
the Father who do not worship the Son. Jesus, himself, 
always worshiped the Father, but he never worshiped the 
Son. He taught his disciples to worship the Father, but 
he forbade them to worship the Son. ** In that day, (that 
is, after the resurrection) ye shall ask me nothing. Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall ask the Father, 
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' in my name^ he will give it you."— JoAw rvi. 23, How 
very careful was Jesus to remove all possibility of mistake 
in this matter. Again, Jesus here claims honor for the 
Son, not on account of any supposed equality with the 
Father, bat simply on the ground of his having received a 
commission from him, and having been sent by him. It 
will not be pretended that the Father hath committed all 
judgment unto God, or that the Father hath sent God. 
Whatever may be the meaning of the word honor in this 
passage, it must be admitted, I think, that, as it is qlaimed 
by the Son only on the ground of such relations as 
demonstrate his dependence on the Father, it cannot mean 
supreme worship. If honor is due to the Son because the 
Father hath commissioned and sent him, it must be received 
by the Son with higher reference to the glory of God the 
Father. Hence all men are to honor the Son as the autho- 
rized ambassador of God, to reveal his will to men. Finally, 
why are we required either to worship God, or to honor the 
Son? We are required to worship God primarily and 
chiefly on the gro.und of his moral attributes, and his rela- 
tions to us. Though these depend on his natural attributes, 
and cannot exist without them, yet those are not the principal 
grounds on which God claims from men the homage of ado- 
ration and praise. * We love God because he first loved us, 
and gave his Son to die for us.' • Who shall not fear thee, 

Lord, and magnify thy name? For thou art holy.' 
• Praise the Lord, for he is good, for his mbrcy endureth 
forever.' * A son honoreth his father, and a servant his 
master : if then, I be a Father, where is my honor ? and if 

1 be a Master, where is my fear V If it were possible to 
conceive of an eternal, independent being of a malignaaU 
character, no honor would be due him from men. If Satan 
were almighty, he would have no ckims upon our love or 
homage. I^ then, we are to honor the Father on account 
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of his moral attnbutes and relations, it follows that we are 
to honor the Son on similar grounds. But the relations of 
the Father and the Son are, in some respects, different. The 
Father gave and sent his Son, but the Son did not give and 
send the Father. The Son sustains the relations of Lord 
and Christ ; of Prince and Saviour ; of Prophet, Priest, and 
King« But all these relations demonstrate his dependence? 
on Grod the Father. For God made him both Lord and 
Christ; exalted him to be a Prince and Saviour; and or- 
dained him Prophet, Priest, and King. Therefore all men 
honor the Son, even as they honor the Father, when they 
render to him that homage only which comports with his 
moral character and relations. Consequently it cannot be 
supreme worship ; that being due to the Father, the foun- 
tain of all that love, and mercy, and grace in the Son, for 
which we are required to honor him. Yet we are re- 
quired to worship the Son, as the Son, and to honor him in 
all his character. With the angels of God, we'are to wor- 
ship him as the first begotten. We are to worship him as 
the brightness of the Father's glory ^ and the express 
image of his person — as the Christ of God, in whom dwel- 
leih all the fulness of the Godheal — as the Lamb that was 
slain for us— as the resurrection and the life— as the author 
and finisher of our faith — and our intercessor at the right 
hand of God. 

But he that honoreth the Son, honoreth the Father also. 
If we honpr the Son on the ground of derived dignity, as 
• God's own Son," then we honor the Father. If we 
honor the Son because the Father dwells in him, then we 
honor the Father. If we honor the Son on account of his 
official character, and the divine authority the Father gave 
him, as the appointed Saviour, and constituted judge of the 
world, then we honor the Father. 

I know of no passage of Scripture that ascribes worship 
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to the Son, where the connection and circumstances furnish 
the least intimation that he was worshiped as God. Even 
in'the most splendid description of the glory of Christ fcund 
in the Bible, the distinction between (jUmI and him is suf' 
ficiently cleats Rev. iv. 2, we read, " Behold, a throne 
was set in heaven, and one (not three) sat on the ihrone<'' 
Verses 10 and 11, this one is worshiped, as the Being irAtf 
livelh forever and ever, and who had created all things, | 
Ch, V. 6v 7, 9, we read,- " And in the midst of the elders 

stood a Lamb, as it had been slain And he came and 

took the book out of the right hand of him that sat upon 

the throne; and they sung a new song, saying, ' Thou 

art worthy to take the book, and to open the seals thereof; 
for thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by thy i 
blood out of every kindred, and tongue, and people, and ^ 
nation.' " There is not in the Bible a clearer distinction 
between the only true God, and his only Son our Saviour, 
than is here expressed. God sat on the throne ; the Son 
stood amidst the elders. God had in his right hand a 
book ; the Son came and took the hook out of his hand. 
God was worshiped as the Being who created all things; 
and who liveih forever and ever. The Son was honored 
AS the Lamb that was slain, and redeemed us unto God by 
his blood. And as the whole congregation of Israel bowed 
down their heads, and worshiped the Lord and the king, 
who was but a type of this Lamb; so, in verse 13, the 
whole universe is represented as ascribing Blessing, and 
honor, and glory, and power, unto him that sifteth upon 
the throne, and unlo the Lamb, forever and ever. 

It is maintained by Trinitarians, that, * since God and 
Jesus Christ in this instance receive the same tribute of 
praise, they must be equal in eternity, power, and glory.* 
Indeed those who believe that Christ is God, commonly 
represent it as a circumstance of great importance, when- 
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ever lie is mentioned in connection with God, and in the 
same or similar terms. The following passages will show 
what inferences aught to follow from the application of the 
same language in the same connection to God and to some 
other heing. BaSr xiv. 31 — "And the people feared the 
Lord, anJlT believed the Lord, and his servant Moses,^^ 
I Sam. ffli. , 18 — "And all the people greatly feared the 
Lord aTid Samuel" 1 Chron. xxix. 20 — " And all the 
congregation hlessed the Lord God of their fathers, and 
ho wed down their heads, and worshiped the Lord and the 
king," 2 Chron. xxxi. viii— " And when Hezekiah and 
the princes came and saw the heaps, they blest the Lord 
and his people Israel." Acts, xv. 28 — " It seemed good 
to the Holy Spirit (that is, to Grod) and to us" 1 Thess. 
ii. 10 — ** J^c are witnesses and God also" In these pas- 
sages the only True God is associated with his crea- 
tures, as the object oi faith, fear , worship, and blessing : and 
as giving counsel and bearing witness. As we are here 
taught to apply the terms to Grod and to men in a different 
sense, with different modifications of meaning, so we ought 
to do when God in the same sentence is conjoined with 
Jesus Christ his Son. 1 Tim. v. 21 — " I charge thee be- 
fore God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the elect angels, 
that thou -observe these things.." Let us suppose that, 
instea)^ of the *> elect angels," the Apostle had written "the 
Holy Spirit," and that the versQ read thus — " / charge thee 
before God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit, 
that thou observe these things" Would it not have be«i 
regarded as an unanswerable argument for the doctrine of 
the Trinity ? Would it not have been insisted upon that 
the three persons in the Godhead are appealed to in exactly 
the same terms, and called upon by a solemn adjuration to 
bear testimony to the injunction delivered by the Apostle to 
Timothy % 1 Sam. xxv. 32, 33 — " And David said unto 
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Abigail, * Blessed be tlie Lord God of Israel, who sent 
thee this day to meet me; and blessed be thy advice; and 
blessed be thou." Now suppose the terms "Son/* and 
"Holy Spirit," to be in verse 33, instead of " thy advice,** 
and "thou," and the passage .to read thus "^'^ Blessed be the 
Lord God of Israel; and blessed be the Son; and blessed 
be the Holy Spirit.*^ — Would not this passage thus written 
have been better evidence for the doctrine of the Trinity, 
than any of those which are now cited ? It would, no 
doubt, have been peremptorily asserted that the ascription 
of blessing and praise, in precisely the same words, and in 
the same connection, is as strong proof as langfuage can 
furnish of the equally of the persons in God, 

Dr. Dwight, speaking of the formula of baptism, says — 
' Nothing but impiety can, so far as I can see, be contained 
in a direction to baptize in the name of God and a Crea- 
ture. What creature would dare associate himself with 
God in such an act of authority ; and thus presume to aa* 
cend the throne of his Maker?* Men in the heat of con- 
troversy are not apt to weigh their words. Does the Dr» 
make nothing at all of " the man Christ Jesus ?" Does 
he believe "<A« Lamb that was slain" to be the Divina 
nature of Christ, that is, God? The Scriptures clearly 
teach that "Me maTi Christ Jesus" does "associate him- 
self with God in such an act of authority ;" and in much 
higher acts of authority. He also does "presume to as- 
cend the throne of his Maker/* and sit on his right haruL 
" These things saith the Amen, the faithful and True Wit- 
ness, the beginning of the creation of Gody,„and the first 
begotten of the dead, 'To him that overcometh will I grant 
to sit with me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and 
am set down with my Father in his throne" — Rev. i. 5: iii. 
14,21. 

Phil. ii. 9-11: " God hath highly exalted him, and given 
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him a name which is above every name : That at the 
name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven, and in 
earth, and under the earth ; And that every tongue should 
confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the 
Father." This passage, I think, proves beyond all de- 
bate, that the highest homage given to Christ " in heaven," 
as well as "in earth, and under the earth," is ascribed to 
him with higher reference to the glory of God the Father. 
If Jesus were to be worshiped as God, his own glory would 
be the supreme object with every true worshiper. 

The subject of prayer.to Christ* deserves particular at- 
tention. During the whole period of his ministry on 
earth, prayers were constantly addressed to him both by 

* On this subject Mr. -Norton makes the following remarks : — " It has 
been maintained that Christ is God, for the supposed reason, that prayers 
were addressed to him hy the first Christians. Rut the fact, if admitted^ 
would afford B|p support for this conclusion. To pray is to ask a favor. 
In a religious sense, it is to ask a favor of an invisible and superior being. 
There is nothing in the nature of prayer, which rendt'rs it improper to be 
addressed to a being inferior to God. Whether such address be proper or 
Dot, must depend upon other considerations. In itself considered, there 
would be nothing more inconsistent with the great principles of natural 
religion in our asking a favor of an invisible being, an angel, or a glorified 
spirit, than in our asking a favor of a fellow mortal. For any thing we 
can perceive, God might have committed the immediate government of 
our world, of this little particle of the universe, or the immediate superin- 
tendence of the Christian church, to some inferior minister of his power. 
Sueb a being might thus have become an object of prayer. N«y, in con- 
sistency with all that we know of the character of God, there might have 
been an intercourse, very different from what now exists, between the 
Tisible and invisible world. The spirits of our departed friends might 
have become our guardian angels, with power to confer benefits and to 
iDswer our petitions. Prayers then might have been addressed to them. 
If, therefore, it were to appear that God has revealed to us that Christ is 
an object of prayer, as was believed by Socinus and his followers, this 
iRoaM aflbrd no reason for concluding that Christ is God. What fbllows 
Aspeeting prayer to Christ, is, consequently, a mere digression ; but a 
(ligression on a topic soimporlapt thai it needs no excuse,"— iSftotemefil 0/ 
MeasoiUf p. 157-8. 
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frieads and foes. The thought that they were praying to 
the invisible God, does not appear, however, to have en- 
tered their minds. As they that worshiped him did not 
worship him as God ; so they that prayed to him did not 
pray to him as God. Blind Bartimeus prayed to him as 
the Son oj David. " O Lord, thou Son of David, have 
mercy on me." The mother of Zebedee*s children prayed 
to him, not as God, but as the king of Israel, whom God 
had set upon his holy hill of Zion. If she had prayed tn 
him as God, the answer she obtained would have corrected 
her mistake. She prayed that her two sons might sit the 
one on his right hand, and the other on his left, in his king* 
dom. Jesus answered themtl)^s: "To sit on my right 
hand, and on my left, is rwl mine to give^ biit it shall be 
given to them for whom it is prepared ofm^ Father." A 
man with ctn unclean spirit prayed that Jesus would let 
him alone. But he did not pray to him as God ; for he 
said to him, " I know thee who thou art, the Holy one of 
God.'^ The inhabitants of a whole city, at a certain time, 
prayed him (not as the omnipresent God) to depart out of 
their coasts. 

If prayer to Christ while on earth, did not prove him tD 
be Giod, prayer addressed him in heaven can furnish no 
such evidence. For it is certain that if he was not God 
before his ascension, he is not since. His disciples knew 
that he ascended, to sit at the right hand of God — not as the 
Hearer of prayer, but as their intercessor, to pray with them 
and for them. ** Wherefore he is able also to save them to 
the uttermost that come unto God by him, seeing he ever 
liveth to make intercession for themP Hence he left with 
them this promise— " Where two or three are gathered 
together in my name, there am I in the midst of them."— 
Matt, xviii. 20. Here is no intimation that Christ will lie 
present with them to heai, their prayers, for in the preceding 
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verse he refers them to the Father, as him who would grant 
their petitions* But he will be present with them by his 
spirit and grace; that is, by the power of his gospel; to 
animate and encourage them, as though he were personally 
present; that they might feel the same confidence in God 
which his actual presence would inspire. 

There are but two instances, I believe, recorded in the New 
Testament, in which a petition of any kind was addressed 
to Christ after his ascension. And both of these are at' 
tended with circumstances so very extraordinary and pecu- 
liar, that they afford no authority or example for praying to 
Christ on ordinary occasions. 

Acts, vii. 59— ^^nd they stoned Stephen, calling upon, 
and saying. Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.'* 

At this closing period jof his life, the dying martyr had a 
vision of his Saviour. (See verse 56.) He invoked Jesus, 
not as God, but as "Me Son of man standing on the right 
hand of GodJ'^ Believing on him as the resurrection and 
the life, and seeing him miraculously present, as if to en- 
courage him at this awful moment, by revealing to him the 
glory of God, it was very natural, and no doubt proper, for 
the expiring saint to request Jesus to receive his spirit. His 
peculiar situation and circumstances seem to have autho- 
rized and prompted his supplication. A case so singular 
can furnish no example to those who are not in a similar 
situation, and to whom no such appearance is presented. 
We are not commanded to imitate Stephen, but Jesus ; who, 
when he was dying, commended his spirit into the hands 
of the Father. 

Verse 60 — " And he kneeled down smd cried with a loud 
voice, Lord, lay not this sin to their charge." 

There is no evidence that this prayer was addressed to 
Jeans. We may suppose he kneeled down to pray to the 
invisible God, whose glory he had just seen. No te^«c^tL 
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appears why he should kneel to pray to Jesus in the one 
instance more than in the other. The petition addressed 
to Jesus was not prayer in the highest and proper sense of 
the term, the ohject being visible ; and it affords no more 
authority or example to believers now, than any petitions 
addressed to Jesus before his crucifixion. 

2 Cor. xii. 8, St. Paul, speaking of the thorn in his flesh, 
says, " For this cause I besought the Lord (Jesus, I think) 
thrice, that it might depart from me.'' This case also was 
peculiar. St Paul had frequent miraculous interviews with 
Christ. He appeared to him in person at the time of his 
conversion. Again, as we learn from Acts, xxii. 17, he saw 
him, conversed with him, and received instruction from 
him. It was while speaking of revelatiSis and visions of 
the Lord, that he says, he besought him for the removal of 
the thorn in his flesh. It is not improbable that it was at a 
time when Christ was miraculously visible, and personally 
present with him. A petition addressed to Christ on such 
an occasion, furnishes no example or authority for praying 
to him as an invisible being, and under ordinary circum* 
stances. 

There are two or three other passages that have been 
thought to favor the doctrine of prayer to Christ. 

John, xiii, 14 — *' If yfe shall ask any thing in my name, 
I will do it." That is. If ye shall ask any thing. of the 
Father, in my name, I will do it. 

1 Thess. iii. 1 1, 12 — " Now God himself and our Father, 
and our Lord Jesus Christ, direct our way unto you. And 
the Lord make you to increase and abound in love one 
toward another, and toward all men, even as we do toward 
you." 

2 Thess. ii 16, 17 — ^** And now our Lord Jesus Christ 
himself, and God even our Father, who hath loved us, and 
hath given us everlasting consolation and good hope through 
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grace, comfort your hearts, ajid establish you, in every good 
word and work." 

There is no invocation in these passages. They are 
addressed neither to God, nor to Christ, but to the Thessa- 
loniaos. In the first, St. Paul merely expresses a devout 
wish that he might be directed to the Thessalonians, by 
the co-operation of God, and Christ, his anointqd servant. 
In the second, he expresses a wish that, through the same 
co-operation, the Thessalonians .might be comforted, and 
established in every good word and work. The manner 
in which the Apostle expresses himself is sufficiently 
guarded to prevent any one from inferring any thing like 
equality between God and Christ, in opposition to the hun- 
dreds of paAsages which te^ch the subordination of Christ 
to hit Father in all his operations : for he gives to God, 
and not to Christ, the title which belongs only to the Su- 
preme Being — viz. God the Father. 

There is a class of passages in which Christians are re- 
presented as calling on the name of Christ ; and it has been 
maintained that to call on his name means to pray to him. 
In passages of this class there appears to be some ambi- 
guity. Expositors are not agreed as to their true import. 
Dr. Hammond says, " The original words rendered * call 
apon the name of Christ,* imply, to be called by the name 
of Jesus Christ; which denotes the special relation we 
bear to him ; as the spouse to that husband, whose name 
is called upon her,^^ — Isa. iv. 1. He adds, " In this sense 
will it be most proper to interpret the like phrases, Acts 
ii. 21 and ix. 14, 21 ; Rom. x. 10, 12, 13, 14, and gene- 
rally in the New Testament."* Dr. Hammond was so 
learned and so orthodox, that Trinitarians are not apt to 
dissent from him.f In the following passage the phrase 

* See his Aanotations on 1 Cor. L 
t See Robbins on the Trinity, p. 19. 

F 
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occurs in a manner quite free from all ambiguity. *^ Do not 
rich men oppress you, and draw you before the judgment 
seats % Do not they blaspheme that worthy name by which 
ye are called ?" — ^James ii. 6, 7. All who professed the 
religion of Christ, were called by the name of Christ ; 
and this became a well known designation of the early 
Christians. 

Another able critic, after a careful examination of the 
subject, says, " The meaning of the terms rendered * calling 
on the name of Christ,* would, I believe, be properly and 
fully expressed in English by the words, * looking to Christ 
for deliverance,' that is, through the power of the gospel."* 

On examination, therefore, no evidence appears in the 
New Testament that the first Christians addressed prayer 
to Christ after his ascension.f Indeed, how could they 9 

* Norton's Statement of Reasons, p. 164. 

t There is historical evidence of the same fact. The foUowiDg are two 
quotations, one from Pliny, the other from Orjg«n; as cited by Mr. Nor- 
ton, and accompanied with his remarks. 

'' It has been urged that Pliny, in his celebrated letter to Trajan, ttalet 
(on the authority of some who said that they had been Christians, but who 
had deserted the religioM) that Christians in their assemblies, were ' accm- 
tomed to sing together a hymn in alternate parts to Christ as to « god '-» 
* carmen Chrislo, quasi deo, dieere secum invicem.' 

" These words have been alleged to prove, both that Christians 
prayed to Christ, and that they believed him to be God. Bui the oply 
fact which appears, is, that Christians sung hjrmns in celebration of Christ. 
1 lie rest is the interpretation of a heathon, who compared in bis own Biiad 
these hymns to those which the heathens* sung in honor of their gods; who 
like Christ had dwelt on the earth ; and, like him, having died, were Mp- 
posed to be still living in a higher slate of being. With his heathen notiow, 
he conceived of the Christians as making a sort of apotheosis of th^ mas- 
ter. But there is evidence on the subject before us much more direet voA 
nrore important than that of Pliny. 

** ]t is the evidence of Origen, who wrote a treatise ' On Tnyer' in the 
former half of the third century. Of prayer, properly speaking, Origen 
says : 

" ' ]f we understand ^bat prayer is, it will^tppear that it is &ever to be 
offered to any originated being, not to Christ himself, but only to the God 
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In the very same verse in which they were directed to 
pray to the Father, they were forbidden to pray to Christ. 
** And in that day ye shall ask mb nothing* Verily, verily, 
I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in 
my namCt he will give it you.-^ — ^John xvi: 23. Before 
they could have addressed their prayers to Christ, three 
things must have been done. 1. All the precepts, re- 
stricting prayer to the Father, must have been revoked. 
2. This particular precept, forbidding prayer to Christ, 
must have been revoked also. 3. A precept, enjoining 
prayer to Christ, must have been given. But neither of 
these things was done. I know of no pretence that the 
New Testament contains a single precept enjoining prayer 
to Christ. It is quite clear, then, that the first Christians 
did not pray to Christ aftdt his ascension. . 

and Father of all i to whom oar Savioar himself prayed and taught as to 
pray. For when his disciples asked him, TeMh u* to pray, he did not 
teach them, to pray to himself, but to the Father.'.....' Conformably to what 
be said, fVhy eallest thim mtgood 1 there is none good except one, God, the 
Father^ how eould he say otherwise, than ' Why' dost thou pray to me ? 
Prayer, as ye learn from the Holy Scriptures, is to be offered to the Father • 

only, to whom T myself pray.' ' Ye have read the words which I spoke 

by Bavid to the Father concerning you ; / wUi declare thy name to my 
brethren; in the midst of the assembly wHl I sing hymns to Hue, It is not 
eouistent with reason for those to pray to a brother, who are esteemed 
w<Hlby of one Father with him. You, with me and through me, are to 
address your prayers to the Father alone.'M..^Let us then, attending to 
what was said by Jesus, and all having the same mind, pray to God through 
bim, without any division respecting the mode of prayer. But are we not 
divided, if some pray to the Father and some to the Son T Those who 
pray to the Son, whether they do or do not pray to the Father also, fall 
ioto a gross error in their great simplicity, through want of judgment and 
elimination.' 

" In learning and talents, Origen, during his life time, had no rival 
unoiig Christians* There was none who possessed the same weight of 
rharaeter. The opinions which he expressed in the passages just quoted, 
were undoubtedly the common opinions of the Christians of his timte. 

^De Oratione. Opp. 1. pp. SSS-SSl. I quote the last passage princi- 
pally because it is etroneously rendered by Dr. Priestly (Hist, of Opin- 
ioBi, 11. 161) in a manner directly adverse to bis own vfpuBAioX.^ 
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The doctrine of two objects of prayer, had it been taught, 
would have presented a greater difficulty, especially to 
those who were converted to Christianity from Judaism, 
than any of the peculiarities of the new religion ; and, conse- 
quently, would have required peculiar instructions, cautions, 
and explanations. Many questions and controversies arose 
which were examined, explained, and settled, in the Epis- 
tles. But there is not the least allusion in the New Testa- 
ment to any difficulty, or controversy, or question, in rek- 
tion to the object of prayer. The Epistles are essentially 
diflferent from what they must have been, had the doctrine 
of two objects of prayer existed in the Christian church in 
the Apostolic age. 

The time has been when it was thought to be as ortho- 
dox and as necessary to pray to the Virgin Mary, who was 
styled the " Mother of God," as it now is to pray to the Son 
of God. " Those who questioned the propriety of praying 
to Mary were, at that time, as much suspected of heretical 
pravity, by the generality of Christians, as those who ques- 
tion the propriety of praying to Christ are, by the reputed 
orthodox of the present day."* 

* See Ware's Discourses on the Offices and Character of Je;<us Christ j 
Discourse X. Vindication, &c. by Yates ; Part III. Cbap. viiL Nor- 
ton's Statement of Reasons : *' Of Prayer to Christ.*' 



SECTION IX. 

DOCTRINE OE THE TWO NATURES OF CHRIST. 

** The Hypothesis of two natures in -Christ supposes an 
ia6uiite nature with ail its essential attributes of omnis- 
cience, omnipotence, and omnipresence, incapable of change 
or suffering, was indissolubly united in the person of Jesus 
Christ, with a finite nature, possessing all itd properties, as 
w^kness, imperfect knowledge, liability to sorrow, pain, 
and death, so that the two natures remain forever distinct, 
each retaining unaltered all its appropriate attributes." 

The Council of Chalcedon, A. D. 45 1» wbich claims 
t}ie merit of having ascertained and settled the doctrine of 
the incarnation, describes the doctrine of the Two Natures 
thus : ** Jesus Christ is truly God and man„ perfect in both 
natures, consubstantial with the Father with respect to his 
divinity, and consubstantial with us with respect to his 
humanity ; the two natures, the divine and human, are in- 
dissolubly united in him without confusion or change, each 
retaining all its former attributes, yet so united as to form 
one person." 

Dr. Barrow on the subject says, ^the two natures, the 
divine and human, were united without any collusion or 
<xraimixture.-^The same person never ceased to be both 
Qod and man ; not even then, when our Lord as man did 
nndergo death— the union between Gk>d and man persist* . 
iDg« when the union between human body and soul was 
dissolved." 

The Church of England, like the Catholic ebatch, says : 
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*' The Son— took man's nature— so that two whole and 
perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and manhood 
were joined together, in one person, never to he divided, 
whereof is one Christ, very God and very man.'' 

Professor Stewart, speaking of Jesus Christ, says, "He 
must, as it seems lo me, be God omniscient and omnipo- 
tent, and still a feeble man and of imperfect knowledge." 

Now this doctrine is to be rejected, because, like that of 
the Trinity, it is essentially incredible. It is not a mystery, 
but as palpable a contradiction as can he stated. By the 
nature of any person or being, is always meant his essen- 
tial qualities. If Christ possess a Divine and Human na- 
ture, he must possess the essential qualities of God and the 
' distinctive qualities of man. But these qualities are totally 
incompatible with one another. The qualities of God are 
eternity, independence, immutability, exemption from pain, 
sorrow and death, omniscience, omnipotence, and omni- 
presence. But the qualities of man are derived existence, 
dependence, mutability, susceptibility of pain, sorrow and 
death, comparative weakness and ignorance, and loco- 
motivity. To assert, therefore, that the same mind pos- 
sesses both a Human and a Divine nature, is to assert that 
the same mind is both created and uncreated, both jSnite 
and infinite, both dependent and independent, both mutable 
and imtnutable, both mortal and immortal^ both susceptible 
of pain and unsusceptible of it, both able to do all things 
and unable, both acquainted with all things and not ac- 
q'uinted with therr, both ignorant of some things and 
possessed of the most intimate knowledge of them, both in 
all places and only in one place at the same time. Now 
jf this doctrine is not an absurdity, I know not how to. con- 
ceive of or describe an absurdity. It is a doctrine " which 
councils and parliaments may decree, but which miracles 
cannot prove," It is not pretended that any passage of 
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Scripture expressly asserts the doctrine of the Two Na- 
tures. Like that of the Trinity, it is a mere inference from 
the premises laid down by Trinitarians. I know of no 
allusion in the Bible to the doctrine of the Two Natures, 
either with or without modification. 

But an objection of a graver character lies against the 
doctrine of the Two Natures. It implicates the moral 
character of the Holy Jesus ; it impeaches his veracity ; 
and exposes him to the charge of equivocation, duplicity, 
and falsehood. These are weighty charges ; and we can- 
not endure, for a moment, a hypothesis which throws sus- 
picion of dishonesty upon our blessed Saviour. 

Jesus said, **/ can of mine ow7t self do nothing," The 
Trinitarian says, Jesus can of himself do every thing that 
God can do. Jesus said, '• Mi/ Father is greater than /." 
The Trinitarian says, Jesus is as great as the Father. To 
one unacquainted with the use that is made of the doctrine 
of the Two Natures, these assertions appear to be palpable 
contradictions. He cannot perceive how the assertions of 
Jesus, and those of Trinitarians, can both be true. But 
here comes in the doctrine of the Two Natures to reconcile 
the apparent contradictions. ** Jesus is both God and 
man," says the Trinitarian. "And though as man, he 
can do nothing of himself, yet as God, he can da every 
thing. Though as man, he is not his Fathei's equal, yet 
as God, he is equal with the Father in substance, and 
power, and glory." But if he is God, can he say in truths 
that he can do nothing of himself? What, can God do 
nothing of himself! If he is. God, can he say in truth. 
My Father is greater than I ? What, is the Father greater 
than God I For a man to assert that he cannot do what 
he is conscious that ho can do, is to say what is not true. 
For what a man can do, in any way, or by any means, he 
can certainly do. Suppose a man* should be requiired tpi 
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su^cribe hi3 namQ to a written instrument ; and thftt he 
should refute to do it, saying, **I cannot write. I cannot 
wield the pen. I never learned to write.'* Suppose it 
should be known that this man could write ; that an ex-^ 
planation should be demanded ; and that he should say, he 
only meant that he could not write with his left hand, 
though he could use the pen with his right hand as well as 
any man. Would not such a. man subject himself to the 
charg^e of equivocation, duplicity, and falsehood 1 

The disciples came to Jesiis with the^e questioc^ : " Tell 
us, when shall these things be? and what shall be the sign 
when all these things shall be fulfilled?'' After sopie ex- 
planation and caution, Jesus answered thus : ** But of that 
day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not the . angels 
which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father 
only." The Trinitarian says, the Son knew perfectly 
both the day and the hour. Here thedoctrine of the IVo 
Natures is again employed to solve the difficulty. " Jesus 
being God as well as man," says the Trinitarian, " he must 
have known the day and hour as God, though he did not 
know it as man. When he said he did not know the day 
and hour, he spoke of his human nature only." But is 
this satisfactory? The disciples came to Jesus not to in- 
quire into any distinctions in his nature, but to obtain in- 
formation of a different kind. Now if Jesus had two na- 
tures, the one omnisci^iit, and the other "of imperfect 
knowledge," would he not consider the questions addficssed 
to the nature that knew, rather than the nature that did nol 
know, the subject about which the disciples came to in» 
quire? Most certainly. Yet Jesus not only said that tbd 
Son did not know, but that the Father onlif knew^ All 
other persons, besides the Fath^, whether they be persons 
in the Trinity or out of it, are excluded from the knowledge 
/>f the day and hour. 
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Let us suppose that a murder is committed in the city 
of Boston, at noon, by some person or persons unknown — 
that suspicion fastens upon an innocent man, who, at the 
time of the murder, was in New- York — and that he is 
charged with the crime, apprehended, and brought to trial. 
The prisoner sunmions in his defence a witness, who saw 
him in New- York, about noon, the same day the murder 
was committed in Boston. This witness, being under oath, 
is asked, " Did you see the prisoner in New- York on that 
day ?" The witness answers, "I did not." This being 
the only witness for the defendant, he is convicted, and 
hanged. After the execution, thi^ witness confesses that 
he did see the man that was hanged, in New- York, on the 
day and hour specified at the trial. Being required to an- 
swer for himself he saya, under oath, that his left eye was 
defective ; only his right eye was sound. And when he 
testified in court that he did not ^ee the prisoner, he meant 
that he did not see him with his defective eye ; but he 
saw h\m distinctly wiih ^ his sound eye. Now, 1 ask, 
would not all honest men consider such a witness per- 
jured ? The only difference I can see, between the con- 
duct of such a witness, and that which the dgctrine of the 
Two Natures imputes to Jesus, is, that what Jesus said 
was not said under the solemnity of an oath. Knowledge 
is the eye of the mind. Jesus is said to have two capaci- 
ties of knowledge — ^his divine and his human nature. The 
one is strong and piercing, knovving all things. The other 
is weak and defective, being ignorant of many things. As 
such an one, he says, in regard to the' time of a certain 
event, he does not know the day nor the hour. He makes 
no exception of one of his capacities of knowledge ; but 
says, absolutely, he does not know the time. No one knows 
but the Father. Yet the doctrine of the Two Natures 
supposes that Jesus did know thb day and hour ; and that 
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when he said he did not know, he spoke only of his capa- 
city X)f knowledge whith is weak and defective. 

Another objection to the doctrine of the Two Natures is, 
that it renders it impossible to understand or believe any 
thing that Jesus says of himself! The terms /, me, my self ^ 
mine own self, always denote one person, an individual ; 
they include the whole person, all that constitutea him a 
person. In this sense they were unquestionably used by 
Christ. When he said, I, me, myself he could not have 
meant a part of himself. He could not have meant that 
part of himself which is infinitely less than another part 
of himself If it be admitted that Jesus did not mean him- 
self, his whole self, all that constituted his proper personali- 
ty, there is no assertion he ever made but what may be 
contradicted. One has only to say, *' This he did as maD| 
it is not true of him as God, therefore it is not true ; and 
this he did as God, it is not true of him as man, therefore 
it is not true." In this way, every assertion he ever made 
of himself, may be contradicted. In this way, we may 
deny his birth, his crucifixion, his death, and his .resurrec- 
tion, because these were true of him only as man, not as 
God. It instead ^of saying, " My Father is greater than 
I," he had said, " I am not so great as my Father, I am 
not equal with the Father, I am not God, I am not equal 
with God," we hav€ only to say, " This he spoke as man, 
hence it is not true," in order to set his testimony, coi^ 
cerning himself) aside. Now can a doctrine be admitted, 
which renders his plainest sayings unintelligible, and makes 
it absolutely impossible for him to deny that he is God, if 
he had a mind to do so ? 

That Trinitarians see and condemn this kind of sophistry* 
when enqployed about other matters, may be seen by the 
following quotation. "See Dr. Stillingfieef s Senncm on 
Matt. X. 16, speaking of the equivocations oi Popish Priesls» 
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whose common answer, when examined ahout what they - 
know hy confession, is, that they know it not ; which they 
think to vindicate from the charge of lying hy saying, that 
in confession, the Priest knows matters as God, not as man^ 
and therefore he denies to know them, meaning as a man. 
But, says the Doctor, this is ahsurd; because to say he 
doea not know, is as much as to say he doth not any way 
know. Now if this be "good against the Papists, as no 
doubt it is, then sure it is so in the present case. There- 
fore when Christ says he knows not the day of judgment,' 
it is as much as to say he does not any way know it, and 
consequently, it is a vain shiA to say, it was as man only. 
We must beware lest we briiig the Holy Jesus under such 
a reproach for equivocation, as the Romish Priests lie un- 
der ; and make the Jesuits themselves think they have a 
good title to that n^mie, by imitating herein his example, 
according to this interpretation." 

The doctrine of the Two Natures throws obscurity over 
the sacred pages, and* renders passages which are suffi* 
ciently plain, quite unintelligible. Take, for example, Heb. 
i. 1, 2 : " Gk)d, who at simdry times and in divers manners 
spake in times past unto the fethers by the prophets, hath 
in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he 
hath appointed heir of all things, by whom also he made 
the worlds." Admitting that this passage relates to the 
creation of the natural world, what does the word Son de- 
note according to the doctrine of the Two Natures ? Does 
it denote the divine, or the human nature ? Or does it com- 
prehend both natures ? Son cannot mean the divine na- 
ture, because God cannot be appointed heir of all things, 
inasmuch as he is the original proprietor and independent 
owner of all things. Son cannot mean the human nature, 
because the worlds were created thousands of years before 
the human nature existed. Son cannot denote both naturea^ 
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because that would involve . both the difficulties just stated ; 
and render the passage more unintelligible and contradic- 
tory than either of the other expositions. Thus, by apply- 
ing the hypothesis of the Two Natures, this perfectly clear 
and easy text becomes totally unintelligible. 

Take another example: St. Paul says, "we shall all 
stand before the j udgment^seat of Christ/ — Rom. xiv. 10. 
Then Christ must be God omniscient, says the Trinitarian ; 
and, to support his position, reasons thus : " Is it possible 

* for any being, not omniscient, to judge the universe of in- 
telligent creatures? Can he for thousands of years, be 
present everywhere, and know what is transacted, and pene- 

itrate the recesses of the human heart, and remember the 
whole character and actions of countless myriads, so diverse 
in talents, temper, circumstances, and situation, and not be 
omnipresent and omniscient? — Can omniscience be im- 
parted ?'' This argument may be abridged, thus : " He, 
by whom the world is to be judged, must be omniscient. 
But omniscience cannot be imparted^; therefore Christ must 
be oQiniscient. And he who is omniscient is God ; there- 
fore Christ is God." Before a man can reason in this man- 
ner, it seems to me, that he must have closed his eyes upon 
the account wl^ich the Scriptures give of the judgment 
Whatever men may imagine^ St. Paul assures us that 
♦* God will judge the world by a man (not a God) whom 
HE hath APPOINTED." Jesus assures us that the ** Father 
hath COMMITTED all judgment unto the Son/' St. Peter 
assures us that ** Jestis Christ was ordained of God to be 
the judge of quick and dead," God cannot be judge by 
appointment, or ordination ; neither can all judgment be 
committed to him. " He (Jesus) does indeed act as judge 
by delegated authority," says the Trinitarian, " but to act 
as judge is one thing, to be qualified for the office is ano- 
ther. Exaltation as mediator constitutes him judge, OQUU- 
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presence and omniscience only can qualify him for that 
station." Jesus explains the ^ulject quite differently. He 
assures us that God qualified him "for that station," as 
well as constituted him judge. After speaking of the. office 
of raising the dead and judging the world, by virtue of his 
commission received from the Father, Jesus says, ** the Far 
ther hath given him authority to execute judgment also, 
because he is the Son of man " — (not because he is God.) 
And to make his meaning still plainer, immediately after 
speaking of the resurrection, he adds, " / can of mine own 
self do nothing : as I hear, / judge,^^ Now if this ac- 
count of the judgment be admitted as correct — and it must 
be, I think, u.iless the testimony of him who is the faithful 
and true witness can be impeached — ^what difficulty does 
the subject involve to require the hypothesis of the Two 
Natures ? If the judge is guided in all his decisions by the 
Father, who has given him a commandment what he should 
say and what he should speak ; and if he judges only as 
he HEARS, where is the necessity of omnipresence and om- 

b niscience, to qualify him for that station? Again, if the 
judge is God onmipresent and omniscient, how can he say, 
** of mine own self I can do nothing: as I hear, I judge," 
Can God do nothing without the Father's assistance ? Must 

. God hear, before he can judge? Once more: The Father 
hath COMMITTED all judgment unto the Son. To which 
nature, I would ask the Trinitarian, is the judgment com- 
mitted ? If the Father hath committed all judgment unto 
the divine nature, then Jesus, as God, is dependent on the 
Father for his commission. This probably, will not be ad- 
mitted. If the Father hath committed all judgment unto 
the human nature, then Jesus exercises the highest functions 
of judge, AS MAN only; and the omnipresent, omniscient 

judge, entirely disappears. This, probably, will hardly be 
admitted. I see no possibility of freeing the subject from 
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these difficulties, but by abandoning the supposition of the 
Two Natures. Tf^^^ the doctrine of the Two .Natures 
creates difficulties where there were none, and then feils to 
remove them. 

We object to the doctrine of the Two Natures, because it 
would, if admitted, deprive us of the comforts and advan> 
tages arising from the example of Christ's prayers and 
sufferings. In commenting on the secret morning prayer 
of Jesus, (Mark i. 35) Dr. Adam Clark, in his great zeal 
for the doctrine of the Two Natures, says-^ — " Not that he 
needed any thing, for in him dwelt all the fulness of the 
Godhead bodily ; but that he might- be a pattern to us." If 
the learned Doctor be correct, Jesus must have asked his 
heavenly Father for innumerable blessings which he did 
not need, that he might be a pattern to us. But • how can 
we imitate such a pattern without praying for such things 
as we do not need ? If Jesus is God, he must have prayed 
to himself But of what benefit to us can such an example 
be ? What comfort or instruction can be derived from con- 
templating the prayers of Jesus, if every prayer he offere(V 
was addressed to himself, and he was so independent that he 
needed nothing? "Being in agony he prayed more ear- 
nestly : and his sweat was as it were great drops of blood 
falling down to the ground." • Was all this only to set us- 
an example ? What sympathy can we feel with the sufferer, 
if he needed nothing he prayed for ? Prayer is an expres- 
sion of dependence and want. If a person who needs 
nothing prays, is it not mere pretence ? — is it not hypocrisy ? 

Finally, the doctrine of the Two Natures defeats its own 
end. To illustrate this, let us consider it in connection with 
the doctrine of the atonement as held ly Trinitarians. It 
is argued that sin is an infinite evil ; that it deserves an in- 
finite punishment ; and, consequeiitly, the atonement must 
be infinite. But no finite being can make an infinite atone- 
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ment But Jesus, being both God and man, is qualified to 
make an infinite atonement by the sacrifice of himself upon 
the cross. But all Trinitarians, so far as my knowledge 
extends, hold that Jesus died as man, not as God. Nothing 
bled and died but the human nature. The victim, the offer- 
ing, the sacrifice, was not the divine, but 4he human nature 
of Christ, the mere man. This was presented or oflTered, 
not to the human, but to the divine nature of Christ, the Su- 
pi'eme God. Thus the infinite atonement entirely disap- 
pears. A mere man endureslhe cross, sheds his blood, and 
dies an atoning sacrifice to the infinite God. In relation to 
the doctrine of the atonement, a belief in the proper Deity 
of -Christ has not the least advantage over a belief io his 
simple humanity.. 

See Lamson's Tract on tbe doetrine of Two Naturesin Jesus Christi 
Ware's Address, delivered at Kennebunk, Oct. 1S27. Emlyn's Works, 
Vol. i. p. 97—105. Vindication, &c. by Yates, p. 175-6. Wright's £•• 
says, p. 145—165. 
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SECTION X. 

OF THE tBRBE HEAVENLY WITNESSES. 

I Jotti^ V. 7 : Forihere aiV three that bear record in 
heavm\ the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and 
these three are gne* 

This paiSsage, if genuine, would furnish no evidence for 
the doctrine of the Trinity. It does not say that the three 
are equal ; or that tliey are one GU)d, one nature, or one es- 
sence. It only asserts that the three are one in the record 
they bear ; one in testimony* The point to be established 
by these witnesses does not relate to the Trinity at all. Il 
is simply this — 4hat Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 6rO(i< .^ 
It is not necessary that witnesses should be equsj to each.^^ 
other, in order to a oneness of testimony. . If the three are, 
but one Being, and that Being is God, there is but one wit-^ 
ness; whereas the text says there are three. The celebrate 
Reformer, Jolm Calvin, speaking of this passage, says— jS 
•* The expression, * these three are^ one,^ does not relate toT^ 
the essence, but td the agreement of the persons spoken o£ ' 
The meaning is, the Father and his eternal Word and 
Spirit, harmoniously bear testimony to Christ. Some copies, 
accordingly, read * agree in one thing.' But although you 
read * are one,' as it is in other copies, still there ib no doubt 
that the Father, Word, and Spirit, are ssdd to be one, in the 
same sense as the blood, and water, and spirit, in the verse' 
immediately succeeding.''* 

* Ciurist. Disc, abi supra. 
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But this passage is unquestionably an interpolation. It 
is now admitted by the most learned critics of ah denomina- 
tions, that it forms no part of the inspired volume — that it 
does not belong" to the Word of God. John wrote in Greek ; 
but the ancient Greek manuscripts, which contain his £pis« 
ties, have not this passage. Consequently it could not have 
been written by John, but must have been added since. It' 
is not found in any Greek manuscript written earlier than 
the fifteenth century ; nor in any Latin, earlier than the 
ninth century. It is not cited by any of the Greek eccle- 
siastical writers, though in defence of the doctrine of the 
Trintity, they have cited the words immediately before and 
after the 7th verse. It is not cited by any of the Latin 
fathers, even where it would have greatly strengthened their 
arguments ; and where, had it existed, it might have been 
most naturally expected. It is not found in any of the an- 
cient Versions, the Vulgate excepted ; and in the more 
ancient copies of this it is wanting. The first edition of 
Erasmus, A. D. 1516, which is the ediiio jtrinceps of the 
Greek text, does not contain it. 'It is not in his second edi- 
^ lion, A. D. 1519 ; but in the third it is added from the Co- 
[;dex Montfortii. It is wanting in the editions of Aldus, 
jColinsBus, Gerbelius, Cephalius, Zwinglius, &c. It is 
^^Vanting in all the editions of Luther, published during his 
yiifti time; and it is said that he made it the subject of par- 
ticular request that it might never be inserted in his trans- 
lation of the New Testament. In the early English Bibles 
of Henry VIIL, Edward VI. and Elizabeth, it was printed 
on^small types, or included in brackets. About the middle 
of the sixteenth century, or a little later, it began to be 
printed as it now stands. Finally it is wanting in Gries- 
bach's Ghreek Testament,* first pujbiished about forty years 
ago. # 

* A»]ihi9 work will probably be read by tome who never heard of Gt\»t> 

b 
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The words.which have been iaterp^lated arei iiv tlkB fol^ 
lowing arrangement, included in brackets. 

'*6. And it is the spirit tht "- beareth witaesa^ beoaqse the 
Spirit is truth, 7. For there arc three that bear record [^ 
heaven, the Father, the Word^ and the Holy Ghget, and 
these three are one. 8. And there are three dftt bear wit- 
ness in earth,] the Spirit, the water, and the blood, and these 
three agree in one. 9. If we receive the witnesa of men, 
the witness of God is greater." 

The learned and orthodox Dr. Dodd sjys of this text, 

bacb,^ I give the following,testimoDies, from the highest TiiniUiriaa ma- 
thorities, for those who need the information. 

*' Of all modern critical editions 6f the (f reek Testament, this of Gries- 
bach is universally allowed to be the most valuable and complete.'^— 
Home's Jntrod. Vol, ii. p. 136; 

** The Greek text of Griesbacb's last edition has a just title, abov« every 
other yet published, to be received as a standard iexi,"'^Eclectie Review. 

" His [Griesbach^s] profound comparative knowledge of manuscripts 
and editions, and ihe'^singular sagacity and impartiality of his verbal criti- 
cism, have given to bis text of the Christian canon an oracular value- The 
orthodox and the heretic bow alike to the unprejudiced indifference of Us 
dogmatism ; and, where inspiration appears not to guide, Griesbach is now 
acknowledged to determine.'' — Monthly Review. 

" We hazard nothing in saying, that the venerable Professor [Griesbach} 
has achieved that honorable and necessary work, which has. been for ages 
wanting, of liberating the sacred text of the New Testament from unau- 
thorized intrusion and alterations; and that he has exhibited in it a state 
so nearly approaching to its original and \iative form, as to exclude all 
probable expectation of any material improvement fron^ future collaiioo*. 
and critical labors." — Eclectic Review ; March, 1809. 

** Of all the texts, then, in the New Testament, to which T have directed, 
your attention on this interesting topic, [the Divinity of Christ] how many 
are there, do you suppose, which undergo any alteration in the lest of 
Griesbach, the most recent, and, on all hands, acknowledged the most, 
perfect? — ^You will be surprised, perhaps,— especially any of yoa who 
may have been in the way of hearing Griesbach so oAen and so triun. 
phantiy appealed to, as he usually is by our •opponents,— when I aswiie 
you that there is not one : — that not a single text of all that have befM 
quoted is in the slightest degree touched by this high and vaunted authori- 
ty!*'— Dr. Wardhw. 
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" There are some incidental and accidental remarks, which, 
may render the passage. suspected; for the sentence is com- 
plete^ and the sense more clear and better preserved, without 
it Besides, the spirit is mentioned, both as a witness in 
heaven, and on earth ; so that the six witnesses are thereby 
reduced to five, and the equality in number, or antithesis be- 
tween the vntnesses in heaven and on earth, is quite taken 
eLWB^. Besides, what need of witnesses in heaven ? No 
one there doubts that Jesus is the Messiah ; and if it be said, 
that the Father, Son, and Spirit, are witnesses on earth, 
then there are &v^ witnesses on earth, and none in heaven ; 
not to say that there is a little difficulty in interpreting how 
the Word, or the Son, can be a witness to himself." 

Hcfre I fihould close the evidence for the spuriousness of 
the words included in brackets, had not an elaborate argu- 
ment for their genuineness recently appeared in this town, 
in " A Discourse on the doctrine of the Trinity, in three 
Sermons," of which this very text is made the basis.* The 
following review, if I mistake not, will show. that that argu- 
ment is untenable. 

The principal authorities cited by the author in &vor of 

* See Robbins on the Trinity : recently published by Sidney Under- 
wood, 108 Union-street : particularly the note on pages 18 and 19, from 
which the following are extracts. 

*' Since the delivery of this Discourse, a tract has been handed me, en- 
titled, ' Outline of the Testimony of Scripture against the Trinity. By 
Henry W^re, Jr/ The author quotes the passage I have now examined, 
and remarks upon it as follows. ''1 John v/ 7. There, are three that bear 
record in Heaven, the Father, the Word,^ and the Holy Gho^t ; and these 
three are one. This verse every body knows, was not written by St. John, 
bat has been added to this epistle since bis day.^ And a little after, ' II 
IS rejected by aU impartial scholars of every denomination who have in- 
qnired concerning it.' A very bold assertion } to which it would be un- 
necessary to make any reply, were it no( for the deserved reputation of 

th% writer The Professor, having disposed of this text, sigrs, * There 

•re, therefore, only two texts which formally name the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, in connection wiili eftch other.' ,One is in the form of Baptism, 
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the genuineness of his text, are Cyprian, Tertullian, Victor, 
Robert Stephens, John Mill, and Dr. Hammond. From 
•ach of the first three, he quafes a passage as circumstan- 
tial evidence at least that they had seen the verse, (1 John v. 
7.) They are the following. 

" It is written of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, that 
these three are one" — Cyprian, A, D. about 250. 

" The Father and the Son, centring in the Comftptter, 
make three, subsisting one of the other, which three are 
one : possessing a unity of substance, but not singular in 
number." — Tertullian, A. D. about 200. 

** We teach the one God, as existing in the Father, the 

Matt, xxviii. 19 3 the other, the apostolic bfl|ediction, Z Cor. xiii. 14. I 
would commcnci to his attention, 1 Peter, i. 2 : 'Elect according^ to the 
foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctliication of the Spirit, and 
sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ.' " 

JL will here remark, that had Mr. Rnbbins peiceived the point of Pro- 
fessor Ware's expression, he would, .^unquestionably, have thought bit 
statement true. The word ''formally,'' which Mr. Robhins seems to hare 
overlooked, may denote that formality of expression which beJongs to a 
direct announcement of a doctrine or fact. Mr. Ware doubtless conceived 
that the two texts referred to might be said by IMnitarians to annoonce 
tnybrin, with tiome formalitij of expression, the doctrine of the Trinity. 
Other texts, (such as 1 Peter i. 2) they would say, announce it informcUly, 
that is, indirectly. Had he stated that " there is but one (ext which ybr« 
mal/y names the Father, Son, and Spirit, in connection with each other/' 
it would, I conceive, have been perfectly correct. 

"It is hard to believe," says Mr. Robbins, " that intelligent men, who 
reject this passage of Scripture, are fully satisfied with what they do. 
They usually exhibit an excitement of feeling on the subject which hardly 
comports with a full conviction of the understandin;^. We scarcely find 
an instance of excited feeling in the whole works of Dr. Lardner, excejrt 
when he declares against the validity of this text." 

Would Mr. Robbins have us believe that all the eminent Trinitarian 
authors, who have declared against the validity of this text, were actuated 
by passion 1 — ^That they had not a full conviction of the understanding t 
^-That good men, who think dificrently . from himself in relation to Ibit 
text, cannot express their views without losing their temper 7 His'4K> 
marks, 1 think, could they be read by those authors, would be likely to 
rc»tore pleasant feelings, by excillDg a smile. 
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Word, and the Holy Spirit, as it is confirmed by the Evan- 
gelist John. For he says there are three who bear record 
in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; 
and these three are one." — Victor. 

The words here cited, from the first two look plausibly, 
taken by themselves, apart from the passages in which they 
stand ; but when examined in relation to the context, they 
afioQl no proof that either of those fathers ever saw the 7th 

• Terse. Indeed the passage from Cyprian serves to demon- 
strate beyond all doubt that he never had met with it, and 
consequently that it did not exist in his day. The reader 
will find it put forth at large in Professor Porson's tenth 
letter. I will state it di&tinctly. 

Cyprian says, " It is written of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, that these three are one.^* Now it so happens 
that in the sixth century, Facundus, interpreting the eighth 
verse, endeavors to prove the Trinity from it by making the 
*• Spirit " td signify the Father, the " water " the Hol^ Ghost, 
and the " blood '' the Son ; — and, observe this, — quotes these 
very .words of Cyprian in confirmation. Here are two 
plain facts: 1.. Facundus could not have been acquainted* 
with the seventh verse, or he would have quoted it outright, 
instead of laboring to extort the Trinity by violence from 
the eighth. 2. He had no idea of Cyprian's being ac- 
quainted with, it, but supposed him to quote the eighth verse. 
It is clearly impossible that the seventh verse should h^yo 
exited at that time ; for who would dream of torturing the 
j^irii^ and water, and bloody into an argument for the. 
Trinity, if he had at hand the Father, Word, and Spirit f 
The explanation of the passage from Tertullian, may be 
w&fSBiisk the same letter of Porson. But it is of less conse- 
<ntf^ce, afler having thus disposed of Cyprian. For if the 
verse did not exist in the days of Cyj^ian and Facundus, it 

'■* it quite clear that it could not inthe time of Tertullian. It 4 
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could not have been lost out of the^'Bible in half a.cen- 
ttlry. 

As for Victor's narative, Griesbach, in his dissertation on 
this text, has proved that no credit can be given to it Pro- 
fessor Porson also gives a similar account of it. Mr. Robbing 
will certainly not pretend to found an argument on an un- 
certain passage, which scholars like Griesbach and Porson 
hold to be unworthy of trust. Let him first prove VMjtor's 
authority, by refuting those writers, hefore he presumes to 
appeal to it. 

As to Stephens and Mill, Mr. Robbins has the following 
remark : " The learned Professor [Mr', Ware] will probably 
admit that no editions of the Greek Testament have been 
published with so much care and labor as those of Robert 
Stephens and John Mill. Both have this passage in its 
place." Professor Ware " will probably adrnit " ho suck 
thing; nor will any scholar of the Bineteenth century, who 
has properly examined the subject. 

As to Stephens, it is sufficient to 'state, that he formed his 
edition from the two previous printed Testaments of Eras* 
mus, and the Complutensian Polyglott, and fifteen Greek 
manuscripts — that these manuscripts were examined not by 
himself, but by his son Henry, a lad, at that time, but eighteen 
years of age, " tod young, too impatient, and too little ex- 
perienced in criticism for an undertaking of that nature ;" — 
that Robert himself was guilty of great t!arelessne68 and 
inaccuracy, and has even been suspected of dishonesty ;—i^d 
that therefore his work is of exceeding little authority.* 

Of John Mill no one would speak disrespectfully, or of 
hi^ work. It was the faithful and indefatigable labor of 
thirty years, and by far the most important of the kind at the 

•See Michaelis' Introd. to ibe N. T. Chap. viii. Sec. 6, and Chap. Jut 
Sec. 1, with Marsh's Notes,: and Home's Ihtrdd. to the Scriptures, Vdi 
a. p. 129 : Phil. ed. 1825. 
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time of its appearanee. But that was one hundred and 
tliirty years ago. It has been superceded by the editions of 
Wetstein, Griesbach, and others, who in later days have 
had access to mines of information unknown to him. No 
8cholar*now pretends to decide a question by the authority 
of Mill, but by that of later and more learned critics ; and 
not one such of established reputation can be found who does 
not leject the verse in question. What can a man be think- 
ing of who goes back a century^ and a quarter in such a 
xase as this? Will Mr. Rolibins name the man at the 
present day equal to Mi^, who retains the verse 1 Certainly 
he cannot do it. 

Every one who reads MilFs remarks on the subject will 
perceive that the decisive point of his argument is the pre- 
sumption that the verse existed in seven ancient Greek manu- 
scripts, used by Robert Stephens. In this. Mill was mis- 
taken : it is weir known that not one of those manuscripts 
contained it. Mr .Robbins says of Mill, "After giving a se- 
ries of authorities in- its favor,' he says, * Atque hie,' " &c. — 
as if that were his conclusion of the whole matter. The 
case is not exactly so. Mill had just been speaking of the 
above mentioned seven manuscripts, which Stephens pro- 
nounced so venerably ancient ; — he says that Stephens would 
not have called them so if they had been later than the year 
700 or 800. Then he adds, " Atque hie quidem pedem 
figimus — neque en^m ad secula recentiora descendere opus 
est Here we set our foot — nor is it necessary to come 
down to later times." That is, if Robert Stephens Ijad fcven 
manuscripts, so ancicift, containing the verse, it settles the 
question. In this every body would agree with him. But 
unhappily, Stephens not only had not seven, — he had not 
^ven ONE of any 'date, ancient or modern. Therefore 
Mill's argument' &l|0 to the ground^ and Mr. Bobbins, by 
relying on him, has imposed upon ffimself and others:' 
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As^to.I>r.Hainmoi)d, his work appeiurfid in 1653; 
aeqU^atly his opinion on this question is of little value. He 
had not the requisite means of judging. It imlifoiy within 
half a century that |he subji^ct has been thoroughly eiam- 
iped and dscided. Mr! Robbins does not seem to hare lived 
within this period. .^ * ^ - . 

The following testimonies, from respectable Trinitarian 
writers, against the validity of this text, are copied from t 
pamphlet containing " T^o Letters /pN the OENtiNB- 
NE8S OF THE VERSE, 1 Jqhn, V. 7," &.C., Thi^ editicm,^ 
revised, 1823. By Professor Henry Ware, Jun., then 
Minister of the Second Church in Boston. 

I here give the quotations, together wit& the renuirks by 
which they are accompanied in the pamphlet. 

" Let me first ask your attention," says Professor Ware, 
** to the Eclectic Review, the religious character of which 
is unsuspiciously orthodox. The passage has been fre- 
quently quoted, but the very honorable an 1 decided stand 
which if takes in behalf of the purity of the sacred text, 
renders it worthy of perpetual remembrance. 

" * Upon this,' says the writer, * we need not spend many 
words. It is found in no Greek manuscript, ancient or 
modern, except one, to ^which we shall pr» sently advert; 
in no ancient Version, beinj int?rpolated only in the later 
transcripts of the Vulgate. Not on 3 of the Greek Others 
recognizes it, though many of them collect every species 
and shadow of argument, down to the most allegorical and 
shockingly ridiculous, in favor of the doctrine of the Trini- 
ty ; though they of .en cite the words immediately contigu- 
ous both before and after ; and though, with immense labor 
and art, they extract from the next words the very senses 
which this passage has in following times been adduoed to 
furnish. Of the Latin fathers, not one has quoted it, till 
Eucherius, of Lyons, ih the middle of the fifth century ; and 
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in his works there is much reason to believe that it has 
been interpolated.^ 

** After this summary of the evidence, the writer proceeds 
in the following striking and' decided tone. * Under these 
circumstances, we are . unspeakably ashamed chat any 
n^ern divines should have fought, pedibus et unguibus, 
for the retention of a passage so indisputably spurious. 
We could adduce half a dozen, or half a score of passages 
of ample lengthy supported by better authority than this, 
but which are rejected in every printed edition and trans- 
lation.' 

" The learned Griesbach, another believer in the Trini- 
ty, whose ability to judge in questions of this nature will 
be universally acknowledged, makes use of language 
equally strong with that just quoted. * If it were worth 
,while,' he says, * I would undertake to defend six hundred 
of the most futile and universally rejected readings by 
testimonies and arguments equally numerous and valid, 
nay, in general, more numerous and valid, than those which 
the advocates of this passage adduce; nor would the de- 
fenders of a genuine text have so many and weighty argu- 
ments to oppose to such an absurd attempt, as have been 
produced against the defenders of this verse. I wish those 
would seriously consider this, who may in future under- 
take to defend this text.' 

" Bishop Lowth, another learned Trinitarian, is equally 
decided. * We have some wranglers in theology,' he says, 
• sworn to follow their master, who are prepared to defend 
any thing, however absurd, should there be occasion. But 
I believe there is no one among us, in the least degree con- 
versant with sacred criticism, and having the use of his 
undecstanding, who would be willing to contend for the 
grenuineness of the verse, 1 John, v. 7.' 
** Michaeiis, in his most learned and valuable Introduction 

H 
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to the New Testament, says, * It is very extraordinary that 
any man should think of opposing the testimony * in fevor 
of this verse to the testimony against it. And* again he 
says, * One would suppose ttat no critic,, especially if a 
Protestant, would hesitate a moment to condemn as spu- 
rious, a passage,' supported hy such feeble evidence as this. 
To each of these sentences he adds a summary of the evi- 
dence, which it is unnecessary to quote here. 

" Dr. Middleton, in his elaborate wo^Jc on the Greek 
article, tells us, that this passage* is *now pretty g€lnerally 
abandoned as spurious ;' and that if any one will study the 
controversy, * the probable result will be, that he will close 
the examination with difirm belief that the passage is spu- 
rious.^ He adds afterwards-—* in the rejection of the con- 
troverted passage, learned and good men are now for the 
most part agreed ; and I contemplate with admiration and 
delight, the gigantic exeftiohs of intellect which have es- 
tablished this acquiescence.' 

" Rosenmuller observes, * It is the opinion of most critics 
at the present day, that these words are spurious.' 

" Mr. Wardlaw, a late zealous and eloquent defender of 
the doctrine of the Trinity, is no less positive. * Certainly,' 
he says, *this text should haVe been entitled to hold the 
first place, had its genuineness not been disputed, or dispu- 
ted, as that of many texts has been, on slight grounds. I 
freely acknowledge, however, that the evidence of the spu- 
riousness of this celebrated passage, even if it were much 
less conclusive than, in my mind, it appears to be, would 
be quite sufficient to prevent me from resting upon it any 
part of the weight of this argument.' 

" To the same purpose the Bishop of Lincoln, in his 
* Elements of Christian Theology,' says, * I must ownj that 
after an altenlive consideration of the controversy relative 
to that passage, / am convinced that ii is spiirioun,* 
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" Professor Stuart undoubtedly holds the same opinion 
respecting this verse ; for in adducing the texts in favor of 
the doctrine of the 'Jrinity, he omits all mention of this — 
whereas it he thought it genuine, he must have given it a 
conspicuous placfe. He probably alludes to it, with others, 
when he says, he shall * select only those texts, the lan- 
guage of which appears to be genuine, and above the con- 
demnation of textual criticism.' 

" In this place may be added the fact, that the Great Re- 
former, Luther, uniformly rejected this verse from his 
Translation of the New Testament. He did not admit it 
to a place in the edition which was publishing at the time 
of his death ; and ' he concluded his pre£ice to that edition,' 
says Charles Butler, * ^yith what may be termed his dying 
request, that upon no account his translation should be 
altered, in the slightest instance ;' which, of course, im- 
plies his firm persuasion, that this verse does not belong to 
the Bible. 

** To these names, some of them amongst the most hon- 
ored in the church, might be added many more equally 
well known ; it is enough to mention those eminent biblical 
critics, Simon, and Wetstein ; Benson, Grotius, and Sem- 
ler, (who, says Michaelis, * not only confuted all the argu* 
ments which had been used in favor of this verse, but wrote 
the most important work which we have on this subject;') 
Sir Isaac Newton, Bishop Herbert Marsh, Archbishop 
Newcome, and the distinguished Methodist, Dr. Adam 
Clarke ; and, finally, that illustrious scholar, Porson, whose 
letters, by which the controversy concerning the yerse was 
brought to a final conclusion, * are au eternal monument 
cf his erudition, critical sagacity, and wit' " 

Bishop Marsh, Professor Porson, and Dr. Adam Clarke^ 
mentioned by Mr. Ware, were all living, I believe, at the 
commencement of the present century; and, of course, 
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had access to treasures of knowledge unknown in other 
ages. 

Marsh says, " Not a single Greek ^m^anuscript was ever 
known to contain the passage till after the invention of 
printing; — that solitary manuscript was not written in 
Greece." I may add it was a very modern manuscript, 
written in England, after the year 1500 ; therefore of no 
authority. 

Porson says, " All the Greek maimscripts, which, if I 
have counted rightly, amount to ninety-seven, ancient and 
modern, oriental and occidental, good, bad, and indifferent, 
do with one consent, wholly omit the seventh verse." And 
again — " I hesitate not to conclude, with Chandler, Ben- 
gelius, Wetstein, Griesbach, and many others, that this 
celebrated verse exists in no genuine Greek manuscript 
whatever." 

Dr. Clarke, of the Methodist Church, says, " One hun- 
dred AND THIRTEEN Greek manuscripts are extant, con- 
taining the First Epistle of John ; and the text in question 
is wanting in one hundred and twelve" And again— " It 
stands on no authority sufficient to authenticate any part of 
a revelation professing to have come from God." Dr. 
Clarke died but four years ago. 

" An attempt has been made in England," says Profes- 
sor Ware, "to revive the question respecting the text of 
the three witnesses, since the first publication of these Let- 
ters. It may be well, therefore, to add to the list of ortho- 
dox authorities against it, that of the Quarterly Review, 
as orthodox as any. This journal (January, 1822) con- 
tains a learned examination of a work published by the 
Bishop of St. David's, in defence of this spurious passage. 
A few sentences from this article will show that, in the 
judgment of these Trinitarian reviewers, the passage is as 
evidently spurious as before. 
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'* They express their * surprise ' and * astonishment ' that 
any attempt should be made to defend the verse, and their 
* pain and grief that recourse should be had to a plan of 
war&re in Vhich they cannot co-operate.' 

•* They confute the Bishop^s arguments in detail, and on 
his declaration that there is no doubt left on his mind ' that 
we have in this verse the authentic words of St. John */ they 
remark— Wie have the most sincere respect for the Bishop 
ef St* Oavid% but we cannot peruse the declaration with- 
out astonishment, 

" They add — * The arguments of the learned author are, 
to our minds, not at di\ more convincing than those which 
had previously been employed in the same cause. If the 
evidence against the text preponderated before the tract 
was written, we are quite sure that the scale has not been 
turned in its favor.' 

" Tlfey also remark, very justly, * that whatever cen- 
sures may be justly due to those who would reject any text 
which really forms a portion of the sacred volume, may 
with equal propriety be directed against those, who would 
introduce a text which is not proved really to belong to it.' 
" We trust that this question is forever put to rest. No 
man probably will be found to. defend the verse again, who" 
is not capable of thinking it a good argument to say, with 
the Bishop of St. David's, If the verse has not been found , 
in anyi Greek manuscripts, it may be hereafter l^^ 

Those who desire to see more on this verse, may con- 
sult, in its favor, Bengel,, a ^xxe scholai; and an excellent 
critic ; Knittez^, who wrote with nice discrimination ;j 
Hezelius, wha wrote with great sagacity ; David Mar- 
tin, who wrote with candor and simplicity ; and Dean 
Travis, who, in his Letters to Gibbon, has displayed much 
zeal, but whose knowledge of thg critical bearings of t^ 
question was very superficial :— ^against it, MucHAEttur^ 
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who demonstrated its spuriousness from the five c6tice» 
sions of Bengel ; Griesbach's Dissertation at the end oj 
the second volume of his Greek Testament, Halae et Lon< 
doni, 1806; and Professor Porson's answer*to Tramt, 
The latter has so thoroughly explored the field of contro 
versy, that he has left nothing more to he said on either side 
of the question. 

The following article, on the Corruptions of Scripture 
which originally appeared in the Unitarian Miscellany, ii 
copied from the pamphlet already mentioned. 

"• It is a remarkahle fact, that those passages in the re 
ceived text of the New Testament, on which a principa 
reliance has been placed in proving the Trinity, turn on 
on examination to be false readings. The first occurs ii 
Acts XX. 28 : * Feed the church of God, which he hat] 
purchased with his own blood,' in which text the "wi^jL^Qoi 
has been substituted for Lord, the true reading* T|i< 
second is found in 1 Tim. iii. 16: ^ God was manifest n 
the flesh,' where God has been substituted for the pron'oui 
who, or rather he who. The third is the celebrated pas 
sage in 1 John, v. 7, respecting the three heavenly wit 
bosses, pronounced by all the most respectable scholars a 
the present day, as well Trinitarian as Unitarian, to b 
wholly an interpolation. Similar examples might be mul 
ti plied, but it is unnecessary^ We would only observe 
that those which we have given, are on the authority c 
Trinitarian writers, 

" But the most singular part of our story is yet to be tok 
When the above mentioned passages, and others like then 
have been adduced in support of the Trinity, and Units 
fians have of course objected to them as spurious, the 
have been loudly reproached for denying and falsifyin; 
Scripture, Surely^ this is a most singular piece of injuj 
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tice. One sect is allowed to corrupt the text of Scripture 
greatly, and perhaps more than we know, without being 
censured ; but the moment another sect attempts to restore 
this corrupted text to its original purity, it is loaded with 
abuse. We had thought that those who inserted the spu- 
rious reading were the party to be blamed, not those who 
detected it, and thrust it out. We had thought, that the 
exertions of Unitarian writers, in common with the liberal 
and enlightened of all denominations, to recover the ima- 
dulterated Word of God, demand praise, and not censure. 
For it ought to be distinctly understood, that in every in- 
stance where the common reading has been rejected, and 
another introduced in its place, it has been from uncontro- 
vertible evidence, that the reading so introduced was the 
original reading. Wherever the received text has been 
departed from, it has been not for the purpose of altering, 
hni restoring genuine Scripture. 

•• We are aware that the public generally may be so much 
i(ri|he dark on this gubject, as not to distinguish between a 
departure from the received text, and a departure from genu- 
ine Scripture ; but so much the more is the blame of those, 
who take advantage of this want of information in the -peo- 
ple to mislead them, and misrepresent their brethren. No 
scholar, however, even among the orthodox, if he has any 
regard for his reputation as a scholar and a man of princi- 
ple, will dare to call in question the authority on which 
the received text has been amended as above— the authority 
of all the best manuscript versions and fathers, the only 
materials from which a pure text is to be formed. Neither 
can it be insinuated, that these ancient documents may have 
been forged, or corrupted by Unitarians, as they have 
never been in the hands of Unitarians, but only in those 
of the orthodox, by whom, if by any persons, they have 
been dealt with fraudnlentlyr Besides, the public arc de- 



96 CORRirPTXONji of 8CEIPT17Jlfi. 

ceived, if they suppose that Unitarians only^ire concerned 
id amending the received text, for, as we have already 
hinted, it is a work in which the learned of all denomina* 
tlons are equally interested and engaged. Indeed, the texts 
which Unitarians prefer to have adopted, is the text as cor- 
rected by Griesbach, who was himself a Trinitarian, though 
he rejects as spurious the readings complained of above. 
It is the Bible, as corrected by the learned among the 
Trinitarians themselves, and who would not of course re- 
ject any reading favoring their own doctrines without reluc- 
tance, and therefore not without, an evidence that was deci- 
sive and overwhelming. 

" It is a fact, which very ffew will venture to deny, that 
the Bible has been altered and corrupted to make it favor 
the Trinitarian scheme. We do not mean by this, that 
what was done by the orthodox of other times can j^rly be 
charged upon the orthodox of the present day. But may 
not the same disposition, which formerly led them to intro- 
duce a false reading, show itself now i^ clinging to tiUXi 
reading, afler its spuriousness has been established beyond 
all reasonable doubt 7 We look vdth astonishment at the 
wretched altempts that have been made by Archdeacon 
Travis, and more recently by the Bishop of St. David's^ 
and others, to vindicate the genuineness of 1 John, v. 7 ; 
and we cannot but think, that the replies which they have 
received, not from Unitarians only, but from the learned of 
their own party, will soon put an end to the controversy. 

" To retain a spurious passage, no matter whether it wa& 
introduced by Us, or ten centuries ago, still it is to ^Isify 
the Word of God. A reading once false is always so, and 
cannot become any better from age, or from being generally 
leceived, or from being printed again and again as genuine. 
Our duty to reject from the received text a reading proved 
to be spurious, is as clear as our duty not tp ccyrupt thai 
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text ourselves — a duty as important and as solemn. Also 
in determining whether a suspected reading be spurious or 
not, we are to remember, that it is a question not of opinion, 
or of feeling, or of taste, but of conscience and of fact ; and 
he who suffers his prejudices to bias his decision on this 
point, is in no respect more excusable, than he who suffers 
his prejudices to lead him into any other act of impiety. 
These remarks, it is true, do not apply so much to the great 
majority of Christians, who have not sufficient learning to 
judge for themselves on this question, but must submit to 
be guided by their religious instructers. But, surely, no 
one is qualified to give religious instruction, who is not 
capable in the plainest cases of distinguishing spurious 
Scripture from genuine ; and the clergyman, who knows 
the spuriousness of any important passage of Scripture, and 
yet designedly conceals it from his people, and even per- 
haps makes use of it as a proof-text in support of his pe. 
culiar doctrines^ is the man of all others, who handles the 
Word of God deceitfully* We wish to impress it upon 
the minds of our readers, that to retain a spurious reading 
is in all cases to falsify the Word of God ; and when it is 
done knowingly, it proves the man to be deficient, not only 
in a respect for revelation, but in moral principle. 

** Trinitarians, we know, contend, that though the three 
passages above mentioned be rejected as spurious, still * the 
proofs of our Lord's true and proper Godhead remain im- 
shaken.' So say the Eclectic Reviewers, and this is the 
best they can say. But how has it happened, if the ortho- 
dox are in no want of genuine Scripture to establish their 
peculiar doctrines, that they have been induced to corrupt 
genuine Scripture for this purpose ? We do not find that 
they have felt it necessary to do this in support of the doc- 
trine of the resurrection, or of any other doctrine really 
taught in the Bible. It certainly must weaken the con • 
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iidence of a Trinitarian not a little in the soundness 
of his feith, to find that three of the principal texts aa 
which he relied are indisputably spurious, and of no sort 
of authority, especially when we consider how very small 
is the number of proof-texts, which are ever pretended to 
be urged in defence of the Trinity. 

" Professor Stuart appears to have felt the force of this 
reasoning, from the pains he has taken in his letters to Mr. 
Channing to inculcate the principle, that we are to believe 
a doctrine as much, provided only one text remains to sup- 
port it, as if we could see it running through the whole 
Gospel. And we admit, that this is true, provided the doc- 
trine is really contained in that one text, and that a genuiru 
one. Strll we cannot but think, that a prudent man, if he 
has ever been led to put great stress upon the testimony of 
one or two passages of Scripture, and afterwards found that 
testimony to be false, will be cautious how far he confides 
in the testimony of one or two single passages again. Dr. 
Doddridge is known to have depended much on the expres- 
sion in Rev. i. 11, * I am Alpha and Omega, the first and 
the last,* as applied to Christ ; admitting that if this text 
were not in Scripture, he could well conceive of a man's 
rejecting the Trinity. Now it has been shown by Gries- 
bach, that this text does not belong to Scripture, but is to 
be thrown out as spurious. We mention this fact to show 
how very dangerous' it is to depend much on a single text, 
especially in a subject like the Trinity, in favor of which it 
is acknowledged that so many texts have been grossly cor- 
rupted. 

" From what we know, we are led involuntarily to sus- 
pect, that the Bible has been corrupted to &vor orthodoxy 
farther than toe know. It is certainly not a little remarka- 
ble, that all the important readings of Scripture, which 
have been shown to be spuriqusj have clearly been uUro* 
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dciced to faTor orthodoxy. And is it altogether unreasoDa- 
ble to suspect, that, besides these spurious readings which 
we have detected, some others of the same kind may have 
crept into the received text, whose spuriousness, however, 
we may not at this late day have the means of detecting ? 
We are to remember, that all the documents which we 
have for forming a pure text, have been from the beginning 
in the hands of the orthodox ; in times too when they are 
known not to have been very scrupulous as to the means 
which they employed for advancing their opinions, and 
when their ability to corrupt the text of Scripture was 
greater than we can well imagine in the present state of 
things. Our suspicions on this subject may be confirmed 
still more, by finding that the manuscripts which have come 
down to us, bear frequent marks of attempted alterations, 
though with very unequal success. Mark xiii. 32 : * Of 
that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels 
which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father.* 
Those important words, * neither the Sony* are omitted in a 
few manuscjipts, and were rejected by some fatheis because 
they were thought to favor the Arians. As we find, there- 
fore, that some vicious readings favoring the Trinity have 
found their way into afeic manuscripts, and others again 
into a great many, and others into almost ally is it unrea- 
sonable to suppose that some few vicious readings favoring 
the Trinity may have found their way into all the manur 
scripts now extant, and of course cannot be detected ? It 
is idle, then, to pretend that the proofs of the Trinity are 
not shaken by the acknowledged spuriousness of some^l- 
the principal texts supporting it ; for not only are its fiUi- ^ 
thorities diminished, but suspicion is also brought upon 
those that remain. The proofis of the Trinity are not only 
shaken, but sliaken to the very foundations. 

" We have been led to make the preceding reflections 
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from considering the peculiar effrontery of the orthodox, in 
reproaching the Unitarians with ahering and corrupting 
Scripture for party purposes, when, in fact, it is they them- 
selves, who are alone liable to this charge. Suppose i 
could be shown, that some of the principal texts &yoring^ 
Unitarianism were spurious, as has been done respecting 
some of the principal texts favoring Trinitarian ism, we 
can well imagine with what exultation it would be rung in 
the ears of the people. But this has never been done, and 
cannot be done, and is not to be pretended In no one place 
fs it pretended that Unitarians have corrupted the genuine 
reading ; for it is known that, whatever may have been 
their disposition, they have never had the power to do it. 
Still Unitarians are reproached with using another Bibht 
and the vulgar believe this, because they do not know any 
better, ^nd they dare not or will not inquire. But what 
shall we say of the men who invent such calumnies, or 
assist in circulating them, or even cormive at them, knowing 
them to be unfounded ? What shall we say of a man, who 
will in the first place misrepresent Unitarian writings, and 
Unitarian preaching, and then caution the people against 
examining either ? We are told that faith and piety are 
essential to salvation, and we believe it. We had thought 
also, that truth and common honesty were essential, and 
we hope the time will come when all Christians will think 
the same, and act as they think." 



SECTION XL 

ON THE SUPPOSED SCRIPTURE EYIDEiNCE OF A 
PLURALITY OP PERSONS IN GOD. 

I. A plurality of persons in the Godhead is argued from 
the plural termination of Aleim, Adonim, and other He* 
brew names for God. Elohim, or Aleim, (heing written 
without points) is the first word in the Hebrew Bible which 
i8 translated God. It is the plural of Al, or El ; the proper 
sound of Alephj the first letter of the Hebrew alphabet, 
being now unknown. Dr, Adam Clarke, in his Commen- 
tary on Gen* i; 1, says, "The original word ]mdkim, God, 
is certainly the plural form of El, and has long been sup- 
posed by the most eminently learned and pious men, to im- 
ply a plurality of Persons in the Divine nature. As this 
plurality appears in so many parts of the Sacred Writings, 
to be confined to three Persons, hence the doctrine of the 
Trinity." 

1. If the word Alehn^ Adonim^ &.c. necessarily implies 
plurality at all, it denotes a plurality of Gods. It is im- 
possible to translate the word Aleim so as to favor the 
Trinitarian hypothesis. It must be rendered either God, 
or Gods. If it be rendered God,' the idea of plurality does 
not appear ; if it be rendered Gods, we have a plurality of 
Gods, which no Christian will admit. Dr. Wardlaw, 
pressed with this difficulty, has translated Deut. vi. 4, 
'* Hear, O Israel, Jehovah, our Gods (Aleim) is onb 
Jehovah."* Mr. Robbins thinks the plural termination 

* Wardlaw, Andover ed. 1815 3 p. 11. 

J 
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implies a plurality of persons. After giving a few exam* 
pies, such as " Remember thy Creators," he says, " These 
texts of Scripture seem to establish the fact that there is a 
.plurality of persons in God, though they do not fix the 
number."* 

If the word Aleim necessarily implies plurality, how is 
it that the Jews have never understood it in that sense, wheki 
applied to God? That they have not so understood it, is 
certain from the fact, that, in the Septuagint, they have al- 
ways translated it in the singular number. The Jew^have 
never been Trinitarians. The very people by whodi,' and 
for whom, the SQriptures of the Old Testament were' writ- 
ten, in their own language, and from whom we have de- 
rived all our know^,ledge of that language, have always 
maintained the doctrine of the Unity of God, in opposition 
to a plurality. Is it possible that they could have remained 
ignorant, to this day, of the true meaning of a most impor- 
tant word in their native tongue ; a Word connected with 
every part of their religion ? If we suppose the Jews' to 
have been thus ignorant, is it possible that Jesus Christ and 
the Apostles should not have corrected their error, if indeed 
it was an error? Yet they have always translated the 
words Aleim, Adonim, &c. when they denote God, by a 
word absolutely of the singular number. The very pas- 
sage which Mr. Wardlaw translates thus, "Hear, O Israel, 
Jehovah, our Gods, is one Jehovah," is thus translated 
into Greek, by the Evangelist Mafk : *' The Lord, our 
God, is one Lord." — Mark xii. 29. The plural form never 
appears Jn the New Testament, although the doctrine of 
the Trinity, which this form is supposed to support, is said 
to be the fundamental doctrine of the New Testament. As 
the Hebrew names of God, which have a plural form, are 
always translated into Greek by the word Btog^ of the 

« Robbiuii on Ihc Triuilv, p. 31. 
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singular number, instead of Gsoi, of the plura], this ought 
to settle the question. Are not the inspired Apostles and 
Evangelists as sure guides to the import of a Hebrew word, 
as Mr. Wardlaw and Mr. Robbins ? 

2. Mr. Christie, in his discourses on the Unity of God, 
says, "that in all languages there are word's of a plural 
termination, that have a singular signification, and that this 
is an idiom of the'Hebrew language, and is acknowledged 
to be so by some of the best Trintiarian critics themselves." 

Wilson, in his Hebrew Grammar, p. 270, says, " Words, 
that express dominion, dignity, majesty, are commonly put 
in the plural." 

Thus it is evident to the mere English scholar, that the 
Hebrew names for God, which have plural terminations, 
may, according to a common rule of syntax, be used as 
singular, to denote but one. This rule may be illustrated 
by the following examples. On account of the authoiily 
and dignity of the patriarch Abraham, the Hebrew word 
Adonim, translated Master^ (Gen. xxiv. 9, 10) is put in the 
plural number. Literally translated, the passage would 
read thus : "And the servant put his hand under the thigh 
of Abraham his masters^ and sware to him concerning that 
matter ; and the servant took ten camels of the camels of 
his master Sy and departed ; for all the goods of his masters 
were in his hand." According to the same rule, Potiphar 
is called the masters of Joseph, in Gen. xxxix. 2, 3, 7, 8, 
19, 20, and the Lords of Joseph, in verse 16, and xK 7. 
Joseph is called " The man who is the Lords {Adonim) of 
the land," Gen. xlii. 30, and " the Lords (Adonim) of the 
country," in verse 33. God says to Moses, " See, I have 
made thee Gods (Aleim) to Pharaoh." — Ex. vii. 1. Here 
we have the same evidence for a pluralityi^of persons in 
Abraham, Potiphar, Joseph, and Moses, which is urged by » 
Trinitarians for a plurality of persons in God. 

3. If Aleim is of plural import, when appliod to God^ 
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and denotes a Trinity of persons in the Gtodhead, there 
cannot be less than six persons in the Godhead, without 
the Holy Spirit. 

" Thy throne, O God, (Aleim) is forever and ever : the 
sceptre of thy kingdom is a right sceptre. Thoii lovest 
righteousness, and hatest wickedness: therefore God 
{Aleim\ thy God (Aleim), hath anointed thee with the oil 
of gladness above thy fellows.'* — Ps. xlv. 6, 7. In this 
passage it is supposed by Trinitarians, that God the Father^ 
the first person in the Trinity, speaks to God the Son, the 
second person. But each one is called Aleim. If Aleim 
means Trinity, here we have one Trinity anointing another 
Trinity above his fellows. But if a Trinity has fellows, 
these fellows must be fellow Trinities, I suppose. Can 
one Trinity be anointed above another Trinity, without en- 
dangering their equality ? This, I think, sufficiently ex- 
poses the absurdity of giving to Aleim a plural significa- 
tion, when it is used to denote the Supreme Being. 

The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews* in translating 
this passage, has rendered Hie Hebrew Aleim by the Greek 
0Bog, Si word absolutely Singular. Now if he believed Aleim 
to be of plural import, he has handled the word of God 
deceitfully, and turned its truth into a lie. Had he been 
a Trinitarian, he would have translated as Trinitarians do. 
Had Mr. Wardiaw and Mr. Robbins translated Aleim as 
St. Paul (if he was the author of Heb.) has done, they 
must have stood condemned, at the tribunal of their own 
conscience, as having wilfully perverted the word of God. 

4. As St. Paul has applied the passage under considera- 
tion to " the Son," who is confessedly but one person, we 
have certain evidence that the word Aleim is sometimes of 
singular import. ~ But if it be ever of singular import, it 
^ught to be so understood when applied to God, whose 
Unity is bo unequivocally asserted in the Scriptures. 

5. Aleim isaot only used to denote one single person^ 
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but is frequently applied to an idol. Let the reader criti- 
cally examine Exodus xxxii. 3, 4, 7, 8, 31, and he will find 
Aleim^ when used to denote the golden calf that Aaron 
made, rendered Gods, though neither Moses the writer, nor 
the translators, had the least suspicion that there was a plu- 
rality of persons in that dumb idol. 

By consulting Judges viii. 33, and xvi. 23, 24, it will 
appear that the plural Aleim is no less than five times used 
to denote one single idol, which was never thought to pos- 
sess a plurality of persons ; and that it is translated go(^, 
not gods, as in the case of the golden calf 1 Kings, xi. 
33 : Ashtoreth,, the goddess of the Zidonians, Cheraosh, 
the god of the Moabites, and Milcom, the god of the chil- 
dren of Ammon, are designated by the plural word 
Aleim, though each of these idols was but one person. If 
other examples are necessary, the reader may consult Num. 
XXV. 1-5 ; Deut. iv. 7 ; 1 Sam. iv. 5-8 ; 1 Kings, xi. 5 ; 2 
Kings, i. 2, xix. 37. 

As these plural forms appear only in the Old Testament, 
where the doctrine of the Trinity is said to be not express- 
ly taught, and entirely disappear in the New, in which the 
Trinity is said to be a cardinal doctrine, and to be more ex- 
plicitly taught ; and as they are often used to denote but on^ 
person' or thing, it seems in the highest degree absurd to in- 
sist on their plural signification when applied to the only 
True God, whose strict Unity is so often and so unequivo» 
cally asserted bDth in the Old and the New Testament. 

II. Another argument for a plurality of persons in the 
Godhead is derived from the use of the plural pronouns oi7r 
and us, when God is supposed to be the. speaker. Trinita- 
rian? have been able to collect, from the whole Bible, as 
many as three or four $L^h passages, viz. Gen. i. 26, iiL 
8[2, xi. 7» and Isa. vi. 8. 

In answac to this argument I submit the following caci^ 
siderations. 
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1. In only one of these foar texts does the plural pro- 
noun necessarily imply a plurality of p^^ons. " And the 
Lord God said, Behold, the man is become as one of us, to 
know good and evil" — Gen. iii. 22. The expression, " one 
ofus,^^ seems to allude to a plurality of persons, or intelli- 
gent beings. But that they were persons in the Godhead is 
impossible. For if God was the speaker, all, that was in- 
cluded in God, was included in the speaker. If in Grod 
there was a plurality of persons, the same plurality was in 
the speaker. Consequently the person, or persons, address- 
ed, could not be persons m7Ae Godhead. None but real 
distinct beings can converse together, or address each other, 
or hear conversation. Whenever God speaks to any per- 
son, that person is as much another being, as another per- 

s son. No one, of a plurality of equal beings, can be the 
onlr/ True God. If the Supreme Being was the speaker, in. 
this case,' the beings, spoken to, could not be coequal 
persons in the Godhead. 

2. The only attribute, which the passage ascribes to the 
beings denoted by the pronoun us^ is the knowledge of good 
and evil. Now if there are any other intelligent beings, in- 
ferior to God, who resemble man in the capacity of know- - 
ing good and evil, it is reasonable to suppose the allusion 
was made to them. But it is certain there are such beings ; 
and that they are called " God^^ in the 5th verse of this 
chapter. " In the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall 
be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knouoing good and eviV^ 
These are the words of the serpent, to which the expression, 
^'oneofus^ unquestionably alludes. Therefore the asser- 

" tion " The man is become as one ofus^ only signifies, that 
the man was become as one of the host of heaven, ot family 
of God ; resembling them in the capacity of distinguishing 
between good and evil. Jesus uses the pronoun us, when 
speaking to his Father \ and why may not the Father, when 
speaking to any of his children, or any of his servants? If 
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a master were to say to his servant, concerning another per- 
son, "the man is become as one of us" in some branch of 
knowledge, which was common both to the master and ser- 
vant, who would infer, from such a manner of speaking, that 
the servant was equal to his master, or that the master was 
himself a plurality of persons ? And yet the doctrine of a 
plurality of equal persons in God is inferred, merely from 
his speaking in this meumer to some of the heavenly host I 

3. In the other three passages referred to, the pronouns, 
us and our, do not necessarily imply a plurality of persons. 
It is common in all languages, with which we are acquain- 
ted, and it appears always to have been so, for an individual, 
especially if he be a person of great dignity and power, in 
speaking of himself only, to say we, our, us, instead of /, 
my, me. Thus the king of France says, " We, Charles the 
tenth." The king of Spain says, ** We, Ferdinand the 
seventh." The Emperor of Russia says, " We, Alexander," 
or " We, Nicholas." 

The following examples from the Scriptures further 
illustrate this universal custom. 

Rehoboam, king of Israel, uses the pronoun we when 
speaking of himself, thi^ " What counsel give ye, that we 
may answer this people, who have spoken to me" — 1 Kin^s, 
xii. 9. See also 2 Chron. x. 6-9. 

Artaxerxes, king of Persia, uses the pronoun \,s when 
speaking of himself, thus, " The letter which ye sent unto 
uh, hath been plainly read before me." — Ezra, iv. 18. 

Zedekiah, king of Judah, speaks of himself in the same 
manner, thus, '* As the Lord liveth, that made us this soul, 
I will ilot put thee to death." — Jer. xxxviii. 16. 

Who would infer from this tnanner of speaking, that in 
each of these kings there was a plurality of persons ? Nor 
18 this manner peculiar to kings. Christ uses the words we 
and our, when speaking of himself thus, "Verily, verily; 
I say unto you we speak that we do know, and testify that 
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toe have seen ; and ye receive not our witness : If I have i 
told you earthly things, and ye believe not, how shall ye 
believe, if / tell yon heavenly things ?" — John iiL 1 U 12. 

St. Paul, in describing his situation and feelings, uses 
the pronouns we^ our, us, almost as frequently as /, mtf, me. 
And where is the writer, or the public speaker, who "does 
not employ the same style 1 Are we to believe that eyery 
preacher and every orator of the present day, who says wt, • 
our, us, when he means no one bat himself, employs a 
phraseology indicative of a plurality of persons in himself? 
If not, why should we believe God to be a plurality of per- 
sons, because in three or four instances he has spoken in 
this manner ? 

** If therefore we consider," says Mr. Yates, ** how com- 
mon throughout the world has been the use pf plural pro- 
nouns to express the dignity and authority of the speaker, 
and that in the Scriptures this phraseology is employed 
by a Prophet, an Apostle, or a Prince, we cannot be sur- 
prised, that in three instances the King of Kings should 
employ the same majestic language. The wonder is, that 
the examples are so rare. Perhaps this form of expression 
was in general studiously avoided, in order to preserve the 
great doctrine of the Unity of God in one person, from the 
possibility of misapprehension." 

4. It is well knov/n that Mohammed was a determined 
opposer of the doctrine of the Trinity : yet he often repre* 
sents God as saying we, our, us, when speaking only of 
himself. This shows that, in his opinion, the use of such 
terms was not indicative of a plurality of persons. If no ^ 
one infers,^ from their frequent use in the Koran,, that Mo- 
hammed was a Trinitarian, surely their occurrence in a few 
places in the Bible ought not to be made a proof of the -doc- 
trine of the Trinity. 

5. A plurality of persons, when speaking of themselves, 
never say /, m^^^ me^ mine, myself. There is no rule^ or 
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custom, known among men, to justify such a style. Yet 
God always speaks of himself in the use of the singular pro- 
nouns, except in three or four cases. This proves, heyond 
all debate, that God is but one individual person. One per- 
son can say we, our, us ; but a plurality of persons cannot 
say /, mt/j me, mine, myself. ' 

6. Every Trinitarian, who argues for a plurality of per- 
sons, from the use of plural pronouns, strengthens the oppo- 
site argument of the Unitarian. For if the use of plural 
pronouns*is proof that God is several persons, the use of 
singular pronouns is proof that God is but one person. 
And the three or four cases in which the plural pronouns 
are employed, weigh no more than the small dust of the 
balance against the thousands, and tens of thousands of cases' 
in which the singular pronouns are employed. Therefore 
the evidence that God is but one person, which is furnished 
by the use of the singular pronouns, God being the speaker, 
is thousands of times as strong as the evidence that he is 
more persons than one, which is furnished by the use of the 
plural pronouns. 

7. "And God said, Let us make man in our image, 

after our likeness So God created man in his own 

image, in the image of God created^ A^ him.^'^ — Gen. i. 26» 
27. As God's purpose, which he expressed by saying. Let 
ns make man, was carried into effect by one person only, as 
the singular pronouns he and his clearly indicate, it is prop- 
er to infer that no more thai! one person was meant by the 
plural pronouns us and our. 

" And the Lord said.... Go to, let us go down, and there 
confound their language.*' — Gen. xi. 7. " Let «te go down 
now, and see whether they have done altogether according 
to the cry of it, which is come unto me ; and if not, I will 
know."—- Cr^Ti. zyiii. 21. By comparing these two passB- 
ges together, we find that the same Being who, in the one, 
is represented as saying, " Let us go down " is, laihA Q^«t 
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represented as saying, ^* Let me go down." And as the sin- 
gular pronoun, me and /, in the latter passage, can denote 
but one person^ it follows that the plural pronoun us, in the 
former pass^e, means no more than one. If it be objected 
that the expression, in the latter passage, is " I will go do>\'n," 
and not ** Let me:^ down," as 1 have rendered it — I an- 
swer, that the verb, in both passages, is in the futirre tense 
in the original Hebrew, and may be translated either iijiper- 
atively, or indicatively. We have a singular example^ of 
the use of the pronoun both in the singular and pjural num- 
ber, by the same speaker, and in relation to the same sub- 
ject, in 1 Kings, xii. 6-9, and in the parallel passage in 
2 Chron. x. 6-9, already referred to. When Rehoboam con- 
sulted the old men concerning a reply to be made to the 
people of Israel, he said, ** How do ye advise, that / may an- 
swer this people?" But when he consulted the young men, 
he assumed a more majestic and princely style, and said 
"What counsel give ye, that tre may answer this people ?" 

" Also I heard the voice of the Lord, saying. Whom shall 
/ send, and who will go for us ? Then said I, Here am I. 
send me. And he said. Go, and tell this people," &c. Isa. 
vi. 8, 9. As the pronouns / and he can denote but one per- 
son, it follows that the pronoun us, can mean no more than 
one person. 

Finally, if these forms of expression were evidence that 
God did address some other being, who, of all the family 
above, would be so likely to be the object of such address, 
as his Son, "by whom also he made the worlds?" So 
far as we are acquainted with the operations of Jeho- 
vah, it appears that all his works are effected through the 
agency of some intermediate minister. . If Goi " created 
all things by Jesus Chrisi,^^ as we read in the -Common 
Version, he would, unquestionably, sooner consult with 
him, especially in reference to the creation of man, than 
with any other being in the universe*. 



SECTION XII. 

bN THE SUPPOSED SCRIPTURE EVIDENCE OP A 
TRINITY OF PERSONS IN THE GODHEAD. 

A comphfelisi of the texts, both in the Old and New Tes- 
tament, on which ^initarians chiefly rely as asserting 
the doctrine of three equal persons in the Godhead, 

1. Isa. xxxiv. 16. ** My mouth it hath commanded, and 
his Spirit it hath gathered them." 

2. Isa. xlviii 16. ** The Lord God, and his Spirit, hath 
sent me." 

3. Matt, xxviii. 19. ** Go ye therefore, and teach all na- 
tions, haptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Spirit." 

4. 2 Cor. xiii. 14. ** The grace of the liord Jesus Christ, 
and the love of God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit, 
be with you all." 

Before any attempt to examine these passages, the candid 
reader is requested to consider seriously whether they even 
approximate towards the evidence that might reasonably be 
expected of three equal persons in the Godhead, if the 
doctrine were true, and were what it is said to be,— 
** The fundamental doctrine of the gospel, the hetiefof which 
is essential to salvation" Suppose the Unitarian should 
collect all the passages which assert the Unity of Grod, and 
that they skould be as few in number, and should seem at 
Irrelevant to prove that God is onejEiB these do to prove that 
God is three, what would the TrinitariaiHBay tosuch an array 
of witnesses ? Would he not be likely to treat them with 
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silent contempt? But let us not take it for granted that these 
four texts contain no proof of the Trinity. Let us examine 
them. The first two on the list, are brought forward by 
Mr. Ward law, p. 15, as "the most prominent passages" in 
the Old Testament, in proof of the Trinity. But as he hs^ 
not told how they prove the Trinity, we can. only conjec- 
ture what, his argument would be. As the pronouns my 
and his, in the first text on the list, are printed in small cap- 
itals, we may suppose they were thought to denote two per. 
sons in the Trinity. But how the proof of the third per- 
son is to be made out I cannot conjecture^ To this argu- 
ment, if it can be called an argument, I reply-«-The learned 
and critical Dr. Adam Clarke, though a strenuous advocate 
for the Trinity, in his Commentary on this passage, says, 
*' My mouth — (for the mouth of Jehovah.) Five MSS. 
(three ancient,) read Jehovah^ and anotjier is so corrected : 
so likewise the Septuagint." In Dr. Thomas Coke's Com- 
mentary, it is rendered^ " The mouth of Jehovah hath com- 
manded,^^ &c. Coke was a Trinitarian. Mr. Yates 
thinks that in the original Hebrew there is nothing cor- 
responding to the pronoun my. Trinitarian Commentators, 
in general, so far as I have had opportunity of examining, 
understand the passage in a similar manner, following the 
Septuagint. 

2. The second text on the IM is the one chosen by Dr. 
Dwight, late President of Yale College, for the only Ser- 
mon, out of two hundred and thirty-four, which is entitled 
the " Trinity." But as he has not intimated how it favors 
the Trinity, I cannot conjecture. To say that God is t}ie 
speaker, in this text, is absurd. Who could send Qodi 
The prophet Isaiah, or Christ, is evidently the speaker. 
As he was sent by God, so he wa« led forth to the execii- 
tion of' his proph^ office by the Spirit of God.* 

* Page 32, Mr. Robbiiib remarks upon this text thus : " The speaker ii 
Christ, for be says, a little before, ^ Hearken unto me, O Jaettb ; I am 
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3. '* Gro teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." 

The Common Version strongly favors a sense of this 
apostolic commission, which the original Greek does not 
suggest, and which Jesus could not have intended. 

To baptize w the name of another, signifies, in the Eng- 
lish language, merely to baptize by another's authority, as 
his representative. But no scripturist thinks that this was 
the meaning of our Saviour. **The name" of a person 
very often signifies the person himself. The following 
passages illustrate this remark. *' And they that know thy 
9U(in« will put their trust in thee." — Ps. ix. 10. *'The 
Lord hear thee in the day of trouble ; the name of the God 
of Jacob defend thee." — lb. xxii. 1. " The name of the 
Lord is a strong tower." — Prov. xviiL 10. Here the name 
of God means God himself. This is called pleonasm, or 
redundancy. It is an idiom in which the Hebraistic Greek 
much abounds. When brought into a language which, like 
ours, has not the same idiom, it only tends to obscure the 
sense. It ought to be omitted in an English Version. In 
some places in the New Testament^ we find it employed in 
connection with baptism, while in others it is omitted, with- 

th« first, 1 also am the last ;* an appellation oAen given to him." This 
statement needs qualifying. T^ phrase, " I am the first and the last/' 
occurs three or four times in tliJV*v/>^ecy of Jsaiah, and is in every iq. 
stance applied to Jehovah ; not once to Christ. ISee Ch. xli. 4, xllii. 10, 
xViv. 6, xlviii. 12. 

Had Mr. Robbins, instead of the 12th verse, quoted the I3th — ** My 
hand also hath laid the foundation of ihe earth, and my right hand hath 
ipBXkued the heavens '/* a well known designation of Jehovah, and which 
is never given to Christ in the whole Bible, his readers would perceive, at 
once, that Jehovah, and not Christ, is the spee^ef in the 12th and 13th 
verses ; and that some one else is the speaker in the 16th verse ; where a 
new subject begins, as the paragraph [IT] indicates. The phrase, " the 
first and the last/' is applied to Christ, in two or three instances j in Rev. 
i. 17, ii. 8, tmd probably ssii* 13. Rev. i. 11, ^ am Alpha and Omega, 
tbe first tmd th» Im,** is certainly spurious. 
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dut altering the setide. In the Abts bf ihe Apostltey we 
read,— " baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus." — riii 16^ 
and xix. 5* . But in several places in the Epistles, the pleo- 
nasm is omitted, aad we read, — * baptized into Jesus Ckriwt* 
— *•* baptized into his dtath^ — •bapti^ into Christ,^ — RoUL 
ri, 3 ;- Gal. iii. 27. Thus it is obviotis, that to be baptized 
in the name of Christ, is the same as to be baptized int^ 
Christ, 

The preposition «»?, which is translated * in,' is variousb^ 
rendered in passages triyere the constniction in the Greek 
is the same. It is translated * in,' * into,* and ♦unto.' 1^) 
be baptized into a person or thing, is the same as to be ^p- 
tized to or unto a person or thing. 

Now if we omit the redundant word name^ as St* Paul 
has very properly done in several places in his Epistles, and 
render the preposition to^ or unto, as it is in 1 Cor. x. 2, the 
whole passage may be thus translated. 

" Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing thera 
to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit." 

But how is this 'passage made to favor the doctrine of the 
Trinity ? It ^ done by assuming what never has been, 
and never can be, proved. 

1. It is taken for granted, that because the Father, and 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, a3jeconnec|pd together in the 
commission to baptize, each or%em must be God. But if 
this assumption be aidmitted, it will prove too much. It 
will prove that each, of other persons and ol^jects connected 
with God in a religious act, is God. For the illustrttion, 
see page 59. 

2. It is taken for granted tliat baptum is a rite of sucli tt 
character, that, to be baptizTed ** to " or /* unto " a person tfr 
object, or ** in the nakne " of a person or object, necessarily 
implies that such m person or object is God. Bat if 
this assumption be admitted, k will ^lev^ too ttach. ii 
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will pr QTe that Moset M God, and that the death of Christ 
is Grod. For the ancient Israelites " were all baptized unto 
Moses in a. cloud and in the sea." AH that " were bap- 
tized unto Jesus Chril^, toef-e baptized unto his death" See 
1 Cor. X. 2, Rom. xi, 3. Sea also 1 Cor. i. 13. 

To be baptized to or^^iinto a person or object, or in the 
name of a person or ol)ject, evidently implies, not th^tsuch 
a person or object is an object of worship, but a, subject of 
faith. Moses, and the death of Christ, were not objects of 
worship, but subjects of faith. In this sense we arc fo un- 
derstand the commission under consideration. Persons 
baptized according to this commission, did not thereby pro- 
fess to worshipthut to believe in, the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit In this sense it is understood by many Trinitarian 
critics. Archbishop Ti Hots on calls baptizing persons in 
the name of the Father, and oi the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost, " baptizing them into the Christian faith." — Vol. VI. 
p. 141. So Dr. Whitby, in his Paraphrase — "Go ye, 
therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name 
(«r, into the belief) of the Fathef, and of the Son, and of 
the. Holy Ghost,'' 

It does not appear that the Apostles understood the "Com* 
mission as a formuUnf. tp \)e used in the administration of 
baptism. The^^i^ no pipof that they ever used it as such. 
On the contrary, we rei^^ of their baptizing unto Christy 
and in the name of Christ. l*hey probably considered 
baptizing unto Christ, or in the name bl Christ, equivalent 
to bflCptizing in the name of the Father, Son, and Spirit ; 
that is, baptizing unto a belief of the Christian religion. 
To profess Christianity, was to name the name of Christ. 
They that were bapjized unto-Christ put on Christ, or took 
bis name, and were called Chriatians^t^herdby confbrmiag 
to the true spirit o£ the coixi;;|is8io||. Feth^, Son, and 
ftpirit^ were' mentiaiie4 ^ ^ commission, because they 
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were the most impofttant objects wfam the gospel presented 

to the faith of the disciples. The gospel originated with 

the Father, was rer^led through the Sim, and confirmed 

by the miraculous influences of the B{iirit To be baptized 

to Christ, was to profess &ith- in the gospel^ the most im' 

portant doctrines of which relate tp the Father, Son, and 

Spirit. Hence, when the eimuch was baptized, he ex^ 

pressed his &ith by saying, " I believe that Jesus Christ is 

. ^ht^'Son of God.^^ By this confession he avowed his belief 

in all that Jesus taught — consequently in every doctrine 

relative to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 

3. It is taken for granted that three persons, eacE of 
whom is God, are but one God. This assumption is as in- 
capable of proof as the following. Three persons, each of 
whom is man, are but one man. Without assuming what 
cannot be proved, the Apostolic Commission offers no ar- 
gument for the doctrine of the Trinity. 

The last passage on the list, is St. Paul's benediction at 
the conclusion of his second Epistle to the Corinthians. 

** The grace of the Liord Jesus Christ, and the love of 
God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit, be with you 
"all." 

1. To press this text into an argument for the Trinity, 
it is taken for granted, that, because Jesus Christ, Cxod, and 
the Holy Spirit, are mentioned t^^er, each one of them 
must be the only true Grod. But the absurdity of this as- 
sumption has already been shown. 

2. It is taken for granted that the words are a prayer, 
equally addressed to Gk)d, to Christ, and the Holy Spirit — 
consequently each one must be the only true Grod. This 
is incapable of proof The words were not addressed to 
Gk)d, to Christ, or the Spirit ; but to the Corinthians. Con- 
sequently they are nq| a prayer, but a pious and devout wish, 
that the Corinthians might enjoy the &vor of Christ, th? 
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k>T0 of Qod, :^d thoiVoramuBipa of the Spirit* If Paul 
pnyed to Chrisl and the Spirit* in this benediction, he 
prayod to himself in his benediction at ihe conclusion of his 
fim Epistle to tbo Corinthiaiis, thus-—*'* The grace of our 
Lord Jeaus Christ be witn you ; ny love be with you all 
in. Christ Jesus.'- Here we find *' the grace of our Lord 
Je9u$ Christ and the Idte oj Paul, coupled together in 
the same manner. If the grace of Christ, the love of Qod, 
and the communioai of the Sj^rit, being thus joined together, 
prove Christ and the Spirit to be Grod, the grace of Chrifit 
and the love of Paul being thug joined together, proves 
Patd to be QaA. This pious antf devout wish of the Apos- 
tle was doubtleas accompanied with a silent petition, ad- 
* dressed, not to Christ and the Spirit, but "unto the Falber 
of our Lord Jesus Christ," to whom he saysi, (Eph. iii. 14) 
** I bow my knees ;"^ though his prayer related both to 
Christ and the Spirit* 

Instead of favoring the doctrine of the Trinity, this pas- 
sage bears strongly against it. Three objects are distinctly 
mentioned — Gkxl, Christ, and the Spirit If Christ and the 
Spirit were persons in the Trinity, the distinct mention of 
them would be superfluous, they being included in God. 
But as one of the objects mentioned is called *' God," it fol- 
lows that n^her of the other two can be God ; for we 
know that ** there is none other Goid but one." If the 
three objects were the three persons in the Trinity, why 1$ 
the name " God " given to one of them only ? 

That the third object mentioned in this passage, called*^ 
** the Holy Spirit," is not God, nor a person, is certain from 
its being joined with the word ** communion." A wish 
that the Corinthians might enjoy the communion of a'^r* 
son in the Trinity, or the communion of God, would be 
, both senseless and impious. It would imply that that per* 
ton is divided, or that God is. divided* The Apostle pro- 
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perly speaks of "the communion of the blocd of Christ,'' 
and '** the commmiion of the body of Christ ;'' because his 
blood was shed or poured out, and his body was broken, 
that is, divided. One may have communion m^A a person, 
by a participation of what they mutually enjoy or suffer ; 
but the communion of a person, is an idea incompatible 
with common sense. As the communion of the sufierings 
of Christ, means a participation in his sufferings, so the 
communion of the Spirit means a participationin the gifts, 
and graces, and influences of the Spirit.* 

See Vindication, &c. by Yates, p. 163-66. Norton^s Statement of Rea- 
sons, p. 152-54. 

On the subject of Section XL see Wright's Examination of the snp* 
posed Scripture proof of the doctrine of tlie Trinity, &c. Vindication, 
&c. by Yates, Part III. Ck II. Kindade's Bible Doctrine, Tart II. Ch! 
111. and IV. 
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SECTION XIII. 

EXPLANATION OP PASSAGES WHICH HAVE BEEN 
dUOTEB TO PROVE THAT CHRIST IS GOD. 

In the Scriptures, the word * Gk)d ' does not necesflftrily 
denote the Supreme Being; but is frequently applied to 
men and angels. Moses is called Grod : Ex. vii. 1. The 
judges of Israel are called Qoda : Ps, Ixxxii. 6. They to 
whom the word of Gkxl came are called Grods : John x. 35. 
St. Paul says there are many that are called Qods, both in 
heaven and on earth: 1 Ckfr. viii. 5. Thus the term 
' God ' is sometimes used in an inferior sense. When used 
to denote the Supreme Being, some other word is often 
connected with it to describe the Divine perfections and 
character. He is called the Invisible God, the Almighty 
God, the Only Wise God, the Only True God, the Most 
High«God, Jehovah -God ;Hitles not once given to Christ 
in the whole Bible. If the term *God' necessarily de- 
noted the Supreme Being, such epithets would be superflu- 
ous. Jesus being called God, ever so frequently in the 
Scriptures, is no proof Aat he is the Supreme Being, aay. * 
more than Moses being called God, is proof that he is the 
Supreme Being. The term 'God * does not designate die 
nature, but the office, of him to whoa it is applied. As 
* God made Jesua both Lord and Christ * by the unction- of 
his Spirit, so by the some tmction he made him God; that 
ia^ his authorized ambossador^o men. It v^ in this sense 
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orUy that Jesus justified the application of the tenn * Grod' 
to himself, when the unbelieving Jews accused him of ma- 
king himself God. John x. 35. 

CliASS I. 

PASSAGES IV WHICH CHRIST 18 CALLED OOD. 

Isa. ix. 6. ** For unto us a child is bom, unto us a son 
is given ; and the gpvenmient shaH be upon his shoulder ) 
and his name shall be called Wonderful, Couileellor, The 
Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The Prince of 
Peace." 

Thi» passage, I believe, is never quoted, or partkularly^ 
alluded to, by any writer in the New TefttameDt Yet 
because the terms / Mighty God,' and 'Everlasting Father,' 
are found in it, those who build their faith on the mere 
sound of words regafd it as a decisive proof that Christ is 
God. The learned Grotius, and some other eminenl 
critics, have understood this passage as re£»rring to 
Hezekiah the son of Ahaz. But it is gefierally regarded, 
and I think justly, as a prediction of the birth of our 
Saviour. The style of the writer is that of royahy ; and 
the establishment of Christianity is described as the setting 
up of a kingdom. \ 

If this translation is correct, the term * God' is applied to 
Christ in the sense described on the preceding paga AD 
that is here affirmed is predicted of one that waa a ekild 
bom^ and a son given. But God was never a eJMd^ nor 
* A «^9t ; neither was ever bom or given io tt9. No o&e 
could giTe him to us ; for he bd<»iged to no one. But aU 
this ifl tcua of Jiesus. He was a ohild bom, and a son gitMi 
to us*. 

Can any oiie believe thai the prophet wonld aseertl tet * 
at some future period God's name dball be €«l/tf<l God? <> 
that the time wUl come whe»tiie government shall be vpoji 
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God's shoulder 7 His name was always God ; and the 
government was always on his shoulder, until his Son 
came; then he bore the burthen of government. God 
made him king ; and set him on his holy hill of Zion. 

The word ' name' is pleonastic, and may be omitted. In 
the original there is nothing answering to the article * the,' 
which may also be omitted. 

The original word in the Hebrew, which is here rendered 
God, does not necessarily denote the Supreme Being. The 
same word (El) is frequently in the Scriptures applied to 
mere men, and is variously rendered by our translators. 

Ex. XV. 1 5. " There the dukes of Edom shall be amazed; 
the Mighty Menof Moab shall take hold of them." 

2 Kings xxiv. 15. " And he carried away Jehoiachin to 
Babylon and the mighty of the land." 

Ezek. xxxi. 11. "I have therefore delivered him into the 
hand of the mighty one of the heathen." 

By a Comparison of these passages, with the one in Isaiah, 
it will appear that the same Hebrew words which are 
translated * Mighty Gfbd,' are also rendered * Mighty men,' 

* the Mighty,', and * Mighty one.' Bui as their application 
to a mere man does not prove him to be God, so neither 
can their application to Christ prove him to be God. Had 
the terms in the text last cited been translated as they are 
in the one under consideration, Nebuchadnezzar would be 
styled the * Mighty God of the nations.' But who would 
infer from it that he was the Supreme Being? Other 
similar examples might be adduced. Martin Lpther, and 
many other eminent Hebrew scholars, render the term 

* hero,' or * potentate,' instead of • God.' 

Another title given to our Saviour in the text is 'everlasting 
Pather ;' -which implies that he will be the perpetual &ther 
or (riend of his pepple ; as a public benefactor, who has 
conferred great fiiTors upon 'the land of his nativity, is 
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called the father of his country. The term * everlaslingt 
relates to the future, not to the past. Christ according, to 
this promise will be the perpetual lather of his people. 

The following is a translation extensively approved by 
Trinitarians. 

** For unto us a child is bornj 

Unto us a son is f^ivcn ; 

And the government shall be upon his shoulder 3 

And he shall he called Wonderful, 

Counsellor, Mighty PoVimtate, 

Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.'' 

John i. 1. ** In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God." 

Our blessed Saviour, speaking of the bread, said, '* this 
is my body." But was the bread the real body of Chiist? 
The Catholics think so ; hence the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation. Protestants think Jesus meant, the bread repre- 
sents his body. This passage may be understood in a 
similar manner. " The Word was God f that if^jAe Word 
represented "Grod. Jesus said of John the Bapliil^ ** If y^ 
will receive it, this is Elijah, whiciTwas^for to come." — 
Matt. xi. 14. What did Jesus mean by sayitig Joiin was 
Elijah 7 He meant that John represented Elijah ; that is, 
he came in the spirit and power of Elijah. Jesus said of the 
Father, " Ye have neither heard his voice at any time, nor 
seen his shape." — ^John v. 37. Again he said, ^ He that haih 
seen me^ hath seen the Father." ^^idy, 9. We are to aHder* 
stand him as if he had said, ^ He that hath seen me, hath seen 
him who represents the Father ;" that is, the image o£ th» 
invisible God ; the express image of his person. Motes, 
Grod's representative to the Israelites, is not only ^4tUed 
QoB, but Jehovah their God ] and is represented as giving 
them the rain of their land, and sending grass in their 
ii^ds. See Deut. xi. t9-15, and xzix. 2, 5,, 6* Because. 
David typically resembled Christ, Christ is seveiai times 
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Ottlled David. ^ They shall serve the Lord their God, tmd 
Dikvid their king, whom I will rais^ up unto them." — Jer. 
XXX. 9. See also Ezek. xxxiv. 2^ and xxxvii. 24, 25. 
Examples of this kind might be multiplied to a great ex- 
tent. Now as we know the representative is often called 
by the name of him whom he represents ; and, particu- 
larly, God's represeiitative, though a mere man, is often 
ealled God, why should we give to the passage under con- 
sideration a sense so literal as 4o subvert piety, abuse our 
reason, ^md contradict the whole Bible. To assert that the 
only true God was with the only true God, is absurd, im- 
pious, and &l8e. It is to assert that there are two only true 
Gods. But to say that the Logos, or Word, or Son, was 
with God, ismd was God, that is, represented God, is rational, 
scriptural, and true. The term * with ' implies plurality. 
But there is no intimation here of a plurality of persons in 
God, an idea which does not appear from the Scriptures, or 
from histuyr, to have been conceived till long after the 
time of ^pst and his Ap6stles. The plurality implied is 
a plurality nipt i>f persons merely, but of Gods ; that is, 
one who wastOod in a subordinate sense, was with Him 
who was God A)reme.* As St. Paul has asserted that 

*The following are the remarks of Professor Stewart, 

** The Logos was with God : i. e. with the Father. This is capable of 
no tolerable interpretation, without supposing that the Logos who was 
with God, was in some respect or other, different or diverse fiom the God 
with whom he was ; and therefore by no means to be confounded witii him/' 

Here 1 agree with Stewart. I'he Logos who was with God, cannot be 
the God he was with ; and is not to be ronlounded with him. 

Logos sometimes denotes the wisdom and power of God. But it would 
teen like trifling for John to say the wisdom or power of God was. with 
God— Where else could they be 7 

** If a man/' says Stewart, " should gravely assert that the wisdom or 
power of Peler is with Peier 3 and add, the wisdom and power ef Peter 
•M Peter : witli what elass of mystics should we rank him V* 

AgBiB be says, " Wbat coald be the object of John, in assertiag tliat (be 
Logos was wdft God f 1 answer : to be with one, indieatea eoiyuiie(iDn,.af- 
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there are ** Gods many," and as Christ has assured" us that 
they are called Gods to whom the word of God came, we 
may reasonably expect to find the term * God ' used in this 
sense. But if it is not so used in this passage, where are 
we to look for it in the New Testament ? Shall we admit 
that a mere man, to whom God giveth the spirit by measure, 
may be called God ; and, at the same time, deny that ap- 
pellation to " God's own Son," to whom he giveth th« 
spirit without measure ? ♦ 

Difficult and ambiguous passages are to be Understood 
according to the known design of the writer. Now as John 
has assured us (ch. xx. 31) that he wrote his Gospel to 
prove " that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God,^^ we ought 
to understand his introduction according to this, his pro- 
fessed design in writing. That John so understood his 
own introduction, is evident, I think, from the following 
considerations. In verses 14 and IS, he says the Logos 
was "the only begotten of the Father ;" and that he was 
** in the bosom of the Father." ' It will not be Upended, I 
think, that God Supreme was the only begotten of the Fa- 
miliarity, society. The only begotten Son is said io \fe 'in the bosom 
of the Father j' which is a phrase of similar importiflChristians are pro- 
mised; as the summit of their felicity, that they shf.lli>e with God.'' 

In all this I agree with the Professor. Jesus, after foretelling his de- 
sertiou by his dis<:!ipl68, adds, ** And yet I am not alone, because t&e Fa- 
ther is with me.'' 

The following is Stewart'^ explanation of " The Logos ti^as with God, 
and the Logos was God." 

'' God as Father is meant in the first instance : and the Divinity without 
reference to the distinction of Father in the second." 

All I can make of this is, God, Considered simply as God, Inras with God 
as the Father. But this seems to ine like saying, Feier. considered simply 
as Peter was with Peter as the apostle<i^a form of expression vrhich the 
learned Professor condemn^. 

If such a man as Stewart, in atteinptuig to explain this passage aceofd- 
Ing to the Trinitarian hypothesis^ has failed; I think we are atttboiizedto 
eonclode that it never can be s6 etplhihed.^^Bee Unity of Ood, hy Leon- 
mrdi AppemUx Fi 
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ther, or that he was in the Father's bosom. Again, John, 
who asserts that " no man hath seen God at any time," says 
of the Logos — "That which was from the beginning, 
which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes^ 
which we have Looked upon^ and our hands have handled,^^ 
^ErC. — 1 John i. 1. God supreme is invisible, unbegotten, 
and untangible. The Logos, who was with God and who 
was God, was visible, begotten, and tangible. 

John XX. 28. " Thomas answered and said unto him. My 
JLiord and my God." 

This exclamation, considered by itself, without relation 
to the connection and circumstances, would prove nothing 
but the surprise of Thomas. Considered in reference to 
the subject with which it is connected, it proves that Thomas 
believed that Christ was risen from the dead. His calling 
Christ his Lord and his God, does not necessarily imply 
any thing more than his belief in the divinity of Christ's 
mission — that he was one io whom the word vf God came. 
No epiyftte are here employed, and no circumstances ap- 
pear, to^now that Thomas used the term ' God ' in its 
highest sense, as denoting the Supreme Being. But the 
contrary, I th^nk, appears evident. He had just before be- 
lieved Christ to be still dead. Most certainly he did not 
believe the self-existent God was dead. Now he saw him 
alive, and believed what he saw. Christ said to him, 
** Thomas, because thou hast seen me, thou hast believed.'* 
What had Thomas seen ? Not the Deity of Christ, for 
that was invisible. Bot he saw him who was dead, stand- 
ing before him alive. He only believed what he saw. 

1 Sam. XX. 12. ** And Jonathan said unto David, O Lor^ 
God of Israel, when I have sounded my father," &,c. 

Here is a case in which there was no surprise, as in that 
of Thomas ; the. terms, O Lord God of Israel^ area much 
more unequivocal designation of the Sujureme Being, than 
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the expression, My Lord and my God; and the verbal 
address is as direct to David in the one case, as it is to 
Christ in the other. Yet no one believes this to be proof 
that David is God. 

If we concede to Trinitarians all they ask, in reference 
to this passage, it furnishes no proof that Christ is Jehovah. 
Just before, Thomas did not believe Christ was risen ; now 
he believes him to be God Supreme. In the first, we know 
he w^s mistaken ; in the last, he i/iay have been mistaken. 
The opinion of a man, who, in his obstinate unbelief, had 
fallen into so great an error, is not to be relied on as infalli- 
ble in a case like this. 

Heb. i. 8, 9. " But unto the Son, he saith, Thy throne, 
O God, is forever and ever: a sceptre of righteousness is 
the sceptre of thy kingdom ; thou hast loved righteousness 
and hated iniquity; therefore God, even thy God, hath 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows." 

" It has ever been the opinion," says Dr. Adam Clark, 
** of the most sound divines, [Trinitarians] that t||^ words, 
which are extracted from the 45th Psalm, are addressed by 
God the Father unto God the Son." God the Father may 
call his Son * God,' as he calls himself * Lord ;* but I seri- 
ously question whether " the most sound divines" approve 
of expounding this passage so as to represent the Father 
as addressing the Son, in the words, '* O God." Who says 
that God the Father addressed these words to the Son? 
The Psalmist does not say so ; neither does the writer of 
this Epistle. The words " he saith," in the 8th verse, are 
a mere supply by the English translator^. If they meant 
the Psalmist, by the pronoun " he," they were correct ; but 
if they meant God the Father, they have certainly misrepre- 
sented the Psalmist, who was himself the person that 
addressed the Son, saying to him, " O God," &c. It h 
evident that the Son is called God according to the inferior 
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sense of the term. None but the ignorant, or the Impious, 
or the inconsiderate, will assert that the all-perfect Jehovah 
can be exalted and rewarded for his services; or that he 
can have a God who hath anointed him with the oil of 
gladness above his fellows. But the Son was anointed 
above his fellows ; that is, he was anointed prophet, priest, 
and king. " None was ever constituted prophet^ priest, and 
king^^ says Dr. Clark, "but Himself; some were kings 
only, prophets only, and priests only ; or kings and pro- 
phets; but none had ever the ihre^ offices in his own 
person, but Jesus Christ," 

CL.ASS II. 

PASSAGES IN WHICH THE WORD ' GOD' HAS BEEN INCOR- 
RECTLY APPLIED TO CHRIST. 

Horn. ix. 5. "Whose are the fathers, and of whom, as 
concemij^ the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God 
blessed m ever." 

All that gives to this passage the appearance of an argu- 
ment for the Deity of Christ, is the punctuation. But this 
is of no authority. It was not done by the pen of inspira- 
tion. It is well known that the ancient manuscripts were 
written without pointq. The punctuation as in the Common 
Version, has been introduced by later transcribers and by 
editors. The proper method of ascertaining the true im- 
port of an ambiguous passage, is to come to the examination 
of it in its original form, as delivered to us by the inspired 
writer ; and not in the artificial form given to it by unin^ 
spired men. Any scholar who will read the Greek text 
<rf this passage, without the points, will readily perceive 
that it may be translated at least three or four difierent 
ways ; and each in perfect accordance with the rules of 
Greek syntax. Hence it is plearly certain that its tiue 
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meaning cannot be ascertained by the rules of grammar, 
but must be determined by other considerations. 

Mr. Locke renders it thus : " Of whom Christ came, 
who is over all, God be blessed for ever." This construction 
differs from that of the Common Version in nothing but 
the supply of the substantive verb, which in the Greek is 
emitted, according to the idiom of that language. From 
the 4th to the 8tb verse inclusive, of the chapter containing 
this text, the verb is wanting at least six times. See also 
Rom. viii. 33, 34. 1 Cor. i. 26. 2 Cor. v. 6. Eph. iv. L 
Col. ii. 17. In these passages the verb is in italics in the 
Common Version, which denotes that it is wwiting in the 
Greek. Nothing is more common in . the Hebraistic 
Greek in which the New Testament is written, than the 
ellipsis of the substantive verb. 

In the Improved Version. this text is thus rendered : ** Of 
whom by natural descent, Christ came, God, who is over 
all, be blessed for ever." — 

If a colon, or semicolon, be placed after aagxa in the 
original Greek text, the following meaning will be the 
result. ** He who was over all, was God blessed for ever." 
Or by using the participle instead of the verb which must 
be supplied in an English translation, " the rapidity of ex- 
pression in the original" may be imitated thus : " He who 
was over all being God blessed for ever." This construc- 
tion is given by Mr. Norton, who translates the text and 
context thus : — " My brethren ; who are Israelites, whose 
was the glory of being adopted as sons, whose were the 
• covenants, and the law, and the service of the temple, and 
the promises, and from amoi^g whom the Messiah was to 
be bom ; he who was over all being God blessed for ever. 
Amen." 

Now if either of the above mentioned constructions is 
sdmisaible according to the rules of gramihar, (and this ik) 
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scholar will deny) the passage furnishes no proof that 
Christ is Grod. 

For referring the latter clause to God the Father, the 
folio wing considerations are submitted. 

1. "God over all," and "God blessed for ever," are both 
the appropriate and peculiar designations of God the 
Father.* Neither of them is once given to Christ in the 
Bible. Now it is quite incredible that St. Paul should 
thus abruptly, and without note, comment, or explanation, 
couple together aijid apply to Christ two well-known appel- 
lations of God the Father ; and still no use be made of the 
doctrine. 

2. A difficult or ambiguous text is to be explained ac- 
cotding to the known sentiments of the writer. Now as 
we have no evidence that St. Paul believed Christ to be 
•* God over all blessed for ever," we ought to refer the 
phrase, as he has in other places, to God the Father. 

3. By referring the latter clause of the verse to God the 
Father, it expresses an important fact which the Apostle 
could not have overlooked in describing the prerogatives' 
of the Jews — that God had, in a peculiar manner, presided 
over all their interests and concerns, 

V 4. Such ascriptions of praise to God are of very frequent 
occurrence, not only in the Scriptures but in other Jewish 
writings; and, as in the passage under consideration, in 
most cases we find the ellipsis of the substantive verb* 

5. For referring the latter clause to God the Father, we 
have the authority of learned authors in general who are 
not Trinitarians, and also of many of the most eminent 
critics of unsuspected orthodoxy; among whom are Eras- 
mus, Bucer, and Le Clerk. « 

6. According to Griesbach, Wetstein, and Whitby, many 
of the Christian Fathers denied in the most decided terms 

• See Rom, i. 25. 2 (>f. xi. 31. Eph i. 3. iv. 6. 1 Tim. i. 11. vi. 15^ 

L* 
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that Christ could be called " God over all ;*' referring the 
latter clause to God the Father.* 

7. Those of the Christian Fathers who referred the 
latter clause to Christ, did not believe him to be God 
Supreme, but understood the term in its inferior sense, 
according to the views of the early Christians relative to 
the subordination of the Son to the Father.f 

• " There is no one of the Fathers, more eminent than Origen. ' Sup- 
posing/ says Origen, in his work against Celsus^ ' that some annengtfte 
multitude of believers, lifcclj ais they are to have ^ffereneet pf opinioa, 
rashly suppose that the Saviour is the God over all 3 yet we do not, for we 
believe him when he said, ♦ The Father who sent me is greater than I.*— 
lOrigen cont. Cel. Lib. Vlil. $ 16. App. I. 752.1 

" Even after the Nieene Council, Eusebius, in writing affainsi MaKef- 
lus, says : * As Marcelius ibinks, He who was born of the holy virgin, and 
clothed in flesh, who dwelt among men, and suffered what had been fore- 
told, and died for our sins, was the very God over all 3 and for daring to 
say which; the church of God numbered Sabellitis among atheists aad 
bldsphemers ' — [Kuseb.Ecclea. Tlteol. U.4!.] 

** Now it is incredible that the text in question should have been ever- 
looked. But the eaily FallicFs in making ^hese, and a multitude of other 
similar declarations, conecrning the inferiority of the Son to Hie Father, 
never advert to it. h. evidently follows from this, that they had ool 
the same conception, as modern Trinitarians have, of the meaning of 
tJ:e passage. They had read tlie words of the Apostle in which be 
speaks of * the G^d and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who is blessed 
fer evermore 3 [2 Cor. xi. 31.] and the mystery of the Trinity being as 
yet but ill !lric!erstood, they had not made such ao advance in Orthodoxy 
as to believe^ that Jesus Christ was the same being as his God and 
Father.'^ 

t TertuHian says j *' We never speak of two Gods or two Lords, bat 
following the Apostle, tfnlie Father and Son are to be named together, 
we call the Father, God, and Jesus Christ, Ldrd.' ' But when speaking 
of Christ a'one, I may call him God, as does the same Apostle 3 Of 
whom is Christ J who is God over all blessed fonver. For speaking of 
a ray of the suh by itself, I may call it the sun 3 but when I meBiioB 
abthe same time the sun, from whi^h this ray p»oceed<,l do Bot thea 
giie that aame to Ihe latter."— iVbrten'* Statement of Reasons ^ p. 149, 
i60. 

Mr. NortoR, in the same connection, mentions a writer under the Dam« 
•f Hippolytes, who, be says, ** explains it in reference to the declara- 
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1 John V. 20. ** We know that the Son of God i» come, 
and hath given us an understanding, that we might know 
him that is true, and we are in him that is true, even in his 
Son Jesus Christ This is the true God and eternal life." 

There is nothing in the Greek corresponding to the 
word * even/ which is improperly inserted in the Common 
Version. The preposition ev should be rendered • through/ 
as it is in Rom. vi. 23, and in many other passages. The 
clause thus corrected would read — ^**.we arc in him that is 
true, through his Son Jesua Christ." 

" According to the Trinitarian exposition of these words, 
the true God is the Son of God, and the two persons, who 
are so clearly distinguished by St. John, are one being." 
To justify their exposition they maintain that " the pronoun 
' this' ought to be referred to the nearest antecedent, which 
is Jesus Christ" — making Jesus Christ to be the true God. 
According to this rule of interpretation Jesus Christ may 
be proved to be a deceiver and an antichrist. For John 
says, " Many dfeceivers are entered into the world, wiio 
confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. This is 
a deceirer and an antichrist.'* 2 John 7th verse. The 
pronoun is not always to be referred to the nearest antece- 
dent. Other examples of its referring to the more remote 
antecedent may be seen in Acts, iv. 11, and vii. 19. 

CIaAS^IIK 

PASSAGES INTERPOLATED ANI^ HORRUPTED. 

Acts vii. 59. " And they stoned Stephen, calling upon 
God, and saying Lord Jesus^ receive my spirit.'* 

There is nothing in the Greek corrssponding to the 
word * God.' 

tion of Christ thus rendered in the Commoa Version, ' All thing^s are 
delivered to me of the Father f conceiving the dominion; over all thing* 
sot to have been essentially inherent in Christ as properlj the Supreme 
God, hut as assigned to him by the Father.'' 
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Acts XX. 28. " — the church of God, which he has 
purchased with his own blood." 

The true reading is, " — the church of the Lord, which 
he has purchased with his own blood." See Griesbach, 

1 Tim. iii. 16. "God was manifest in the flesh." 

" The word * God ' is not found," says Belsham, " in the 
earliest and most approved manuscripts, nor in any ancient 
version of credit ; nor is it cited by any early Greek writer, 
nor by any Latin writer whatever ; and, what is decisive in 
the case, this text was never appealed to in the Arian con- 
troversy before the sixth century, when the word * God* is 
said to have been introduced into the Greek copies by 
Macedonius, bishop of Constantinople. The word is, 
therefore, most certainly spurious."* 

Griesbach has corrected this text thus : " He who was 
manifest in the flesh." 

1 John iii. 1 6. " Hereby we perceive the love of God^ 
because he laid down his life for us." 

There is nothing in the Greek corresponding to the 
words * of God.' 

1 John V. 7. This celebrated verse has been considered, 
Section X. 

CLASS IV. 

PASSAGES QUOTED TO PROVE THAT CHRIST IS EQUAL 

WITH GOD. 

Zech. xiii. 7. " Awake, O sword, against my Shepherd, 
and against the man that is my fellow, saith the Lord of 
Hosts." 

The word " fellow" does not necessarily imply an equal. 
In Heb. i. 9, Christ is said to be anointed with the oil of 
gladness above his fellows, that is, other messengers of 

♦ Calm Inquiry, p. 144. 
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Gtod. If the application of the term to Christ implies that 
he is equal with God, its application to mere men implies, 
that they are equal with Christ, and consequently equal 
with God. 

John V. 18. " — making himself equal with God." See 
page 49. 

John X. 30. *' I and my Father are one." See page 48. 

John xiv 11. *• Believe me that I am in the Father, and 
the Father in me." ^ 

This passage is explained by verse 2(J. "At that day ye 
shall know that I am in my Father, and ye in me, and I 
in you." 

Phil. ii. 6. " Who, being in the form of God, thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God." 

Whatever may be the true import of this passage, no 
one, I think, will pretend that it is either desirable or 
necessary for God to have an equal — if by the word 
" equal" be meant absolute or perfect equality. To say 
nothing of the discordance of such a doctrine with the 
Scriptures, which plainly teach that God has no equal, it 
would evidently imply imperfection in Him who fs infinite 
in every perfection. If any being in the universe were in 
all respects equal with God, he must necessarily be another 
God. If Christ were equal with the Triune God, he 
must, of course, be Triune himself. To assert that Christ, 
who is but one person, is, in all respects, equal with God 
who is three persons, would be absurd and false. 

A form, as well as an image, is visible. Christ being 
the image of the invisible, God, may be said to be in the 
form of God : that is, as God ; or, in God's stead; or, like 
God ; or, equal with God — the terms being properly un- 
derstood. The Greek word here rendered * equaP properly 
signifies * as.' See page 49. 
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CLASS V. 
PASSAGES (QUOTED TO PROTE THAT CHRIST IS JEHOVAH. 

John xii. 39 — 41. "Therefore they could not believe, 
because Isaiah said, He hath blinded their eyes . . . These 
things said Isaiah when he saw his glory and spake of 
him," 

The quotation is from the 6th chapter of Isaiah, where 
the prophet describes a vision he had of Jehovah upon a 
throne. Because "^e glory which Isaiah saw was the 
glory of Jehovah, it is concluded that Christ is Jehovah. 
This is the argument of Mr. Robbins and of Trinitarians 
in genera].* But this conclu.sion is not well founded. The 
glory which Christ displayed, and which the prophet saw, 
was the glory which the Father gave to his Son. " For 
he received of God the Father honor and glory," at his 
baptism, on the mount of transfiguration, in the miraculous 
powers with which the Father invested him, and in all his 
labors and sufferings. The glory in which Christ appears 
in his most exalted state is the glory of his Father,* that 
is, of Jehovah. Isaiah ' saw' that \s, foresaw^ the glory of 
Christ ; as Abraham ' saw,' that is, 'foresaw^ the day of 
Christ. t When Isaiah uttered this prophecy, he seema to 
have been contemplating the glory of God as displayed in 
the miracles performed by Christ. Hence he gave an 
affecting account of the obstinate unbelief of the Jews in 
hardening their hearts, and stopping their ears, and shut- 
ting their eyes, against these demonstrations of that Divine 
authority and power w^ith which Christ was invested. In 
his prayer for the Apostles, Christ addressed the Father 
thus : ** The glory which thou gavest me, I have given 
them;" alluding, probably, to the power of performing 
miracles. Now this glory wa§ as much the glory of the 

* Mark viii. S8. f John riii. 56. 
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Apostles after Christ gave it to them, as it was the glory of 
Christ after the Father gave it to him. Still it was the 
glory of Jehovah. Now as we are not to conclude that 
each of the Apostles is Jehovah because his glory was the 
glory of Jehovah, so neither are we to conclude that Christ 
is Jehovah because his glory was the glory of Jehovah. 

Isaiah xl. 3, compared with Matt. iii. 3 ; Mai. iii. 1, 
compared with Matt. xi. 10; and MaL iv. 5, 6, compared 
with Luke i. 16, 17. 

These passages have often been qqpted to prove that 
Christ is Jehovah. The argument is this : John went be- 
fore Jehovah to prepare his way, and make ready a people 
for him. And John went before Christ, to prepare his 
way, and make ready a people for him. Hence it is con- 
cluded that Christ is Jehovah. The absurdity of this ar- 
gument will sufficiently appear by the following examples. 
Christ said to the Apostles, (John xiii. 20,) " He that 
receiveth whomsoever I send, receiveth me ; and he that 
receiveth me, receiveth him that sent me." Therefore 
Christ is Jehovah, and he, whom Christ sends, is Jehovah. 
He who brought the Israelites up out of Egypt, according 
to Ex. XX. 2, was Jehovah; but he who brought the Isra- 
elites up out of Egypt, according to Ex. xxxii. 7, was 
Moses. Therefore Moses was Jehovah. 

A Spirit every where present at the same time cannot 
literally leave one place and come to -another. But in the 
highly figurative language of Scripture, Jehovah is said 
to come to a people whenever his authorized messenger 
appears. See page 122. When Jesus restored a young 
man to life, in the city of Nain, ** there came fear on all : 
and they glorified God; saying. That a great prophet is 
risen up among us ; and, That God hath visited his peopled 
Lake vii. 16» Grod visited his people, that is, came to 
them, by sending them ** a great prophet.'' G^ is said to 
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visit his people when he sends them any peculiar blessing. 
It is said of Naomi, (Ruth i. 6,) " Then she arose with her 
daughters-in-law, that she might return from the country of 
Moab : for she had heard in the country of Moab how that 
the Lord had visited his people in giving them breadJ^ 
Jehovah came to his people in the blessing of an abundant 
harvest. Here we have the same kind of evidence that the 
** great prophet" was Jehovah, and that the ** bread" was 
Jehovah, which the passages compared furnish that Christ 
was Jehovah. John, in preparing a way for Christ, pre- 
pared a way for Jehovah, because Christ was the represen- 
tative of Jehovah. In preparing a people for Christ, John 
prepared a people for Jehovah, because Christ was the 
ambassador of Jehovah, who came in his name, and with 
his authority. In turning " many of the children of Israel'' 
to Christ, he turned them to Jehovah, because all who re- 
ceived Christ received Jehovah who sent him. 

Jer. xxiii. 5, 6. " Behold, the days come saiih the Lord, 
that I will raise unto David a righteous Branch, and a 
king shall reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment 
and justice in the earth. In his days Judah shall be saved, 
and Israel shall dwell safely : and this is the name whereby 
he shall be called. The Lord our righteousness." 

This king who was to succeed David is called a " righ- 
teous Branch," which may denote his lineal descent. His 
name was to be -called "The Lord our rights- | 
ousness;" which may denote that during his reign Jeho- j 
vah would signally bless his people with prosperity. If I 
the prophecy is a prediction of Christ, as spme think, it | 
denotes the abundant blessings which God would bestow \ 
upon mankind during his reign. ' 

Jer. xxxiii. 16. " And this is the name wherewith eho 
ahall be cijled. The Lord our righteousness.^' 

Here Jerusalem is called by the same name ] which 
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shows the absurdity of inferring from the former passage 
that Christ is Jehovah. 

Equally absurd is the argument derived from the name 
" Emmanuel," which signifies "God is with us ;" and which 
is thought to be given to Christ : Matl. i. 23. The name 
"Emmanuel/' as it occurs Isa. vii. 14, is given to a child 
born soon after the prophet uttered the prediction of his 
birth. In Isa. viii. 8, it is applied to the people of Judah : 
"Thy land O Emmanuel." In these instances it denoted that 
God would be with his people by some peculiar favor. It 
is never indicative of the character or dignity of the person 
to whom it is given, 

CLASS VI. 

PASSAGES QUOTED TO PROVE THAT THE PECULIAR AT- 
TRIBUTES OF GOD ARE ASCRIBEP TO CHRIST, 

Eternal Existence. 

M icah V. 2. "But thou, Bethlehem Ejhratah, though thou 
be little among the thousands of JuddH^t out of thee shall 
come forth unto me that is to be Ruler in Israel ; whose 
goings forth have been from of old, from everlasting." 

In" the ariginill, the word which occurs- twice, in this 
verse, and is rendered " come forth" in the former part 
and " goings forth" in the latter, literally signifies birth ; 
and is generally so understood in ihe former case, and is 
applied to the advent or birth of Christ. But if it mean9 
birth ill one place,- it may also in the other ; and the latter 
clause may be rendered, "Whose birth has been from 
of old, from everlasting." That is, " Whose birth has been 
determined, or appointed, from everlasting." Or if the 
birth be referred back to a far more distant period than the 
time of our Savioui's advent in the flesh, still it implies 
generation, or beginning, and is incompatible^ with* -the 
notion that the Son of God existed from all ^eternity.' We 
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read, Terse 4, ^ He shall stand and feed in the strength ci 
the Lord, in the majesty of the name of the Lord his God." 
If he were eternal and independent, he would stand and 
feed in his own strength, and in the niajesty of hw mtm 
name. He would need no assistance or support from the 
Lord his God ; for he would not have any Lord or God. 
This passage, then, furnishes no evidence for the doctrine 
of the eternal generation of the Son. 
John viii. 58. ** Before Ahraham was I am." 
The Greek B^fii, here rendered * am,' is rendered • have 
been' in John xiv. 9. But as * have been' would rather 
exclude than express the idea of continued existence to the 
present time, we niust use the word * was' to express the 
true meaning of the Greek, owing to the peculiarity of our 
langiiage. The meaning is, * before Abraham was bom I 
was.' To connect the present tense • am ' with the imper- 
fect tense * was,' as in the Common Version, is ungrammat- 
ical and without m6aning. But the passage is evidently 
elliptical. The wiM * he' is implied after * am,' as will 
be seen by comparing the following passages. John iv. 
26. *' I who speak unto thee am Ae." John ix. 9. The blind 
man said, " I am A^." John xviii. 5. *fL&m he" "Luke 
xxi. 8. *' Many will come in my name, saying, I am he" 
Compare Matt. xxiv. 5, " For many shall come in my 
name, saying, I am Christ," with Mark xiii. 6, "For many 
shall come in my name, saying, I am Christ" The words 
in italics are supplied by the Engliah translators. See also 
Mark vi. 50. John vi. 20. All that can be proved by this 
passage is the pre-existence of Christ. The doctrine of 
**the eternal sonship" can derive no support from it 
Col. i. 17. "He is before all things." 
In verse 1 5, Christ is called " the first bom Of every 
creature." This proves that he has not existed from all eter- 
nity. "He is before all things" may denote his pre- 
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eminence in dignity. But if it denotes his pre-existence, it 
can only prove tkat he existed before the creation of the 
universe. 

Rev. L viiL " I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and 
the ending, saith the Lord, which is and which was, anl 
which is to come, the Almighty." 

The true reading of this passage, as found in the text of 
Griesbach, is, " I am Alpha and Omega, saith the Lord 
God, which is, and which was, and which is to come, the 
Almighty."* As St. John attributes the words to the Lord 
God Almigtity, they prove nothing concerning Christ. 

Rev. i. 17, 18. "I am the first and the last : I am he that 
liveth and was dead." 

As he who is " the first and the last" was once dead, 
it cannot be God who alone hath immortality. The mean- 
ing is, that the Christian dispensation, over which Christ 
has been ordained of God to preside, was begun and will 
be completed by him, who is the auii^f Bud finisher of our 
£iith. The same remarks are applici!t>Ie to Rev. xxii. 13, 
where Christ says, " I am Alpha and Omega, the begin- 
ning and the end, the first and the last." When John fell 
down to worship him, (verse 8) he forbade him, saying, 
86e thou do it not ; for I am thy fellow-servant, and of 

Expressions of similar import with the title * Alpha and Omega/ are . 
applied to God in several parts of the prophecy of Isaiahj relating to *he 
deliveranee u( lift Jews from captivity through the instramentality of 
Cyrus and thb Persians. See Isa. xli. 4. xliii. 10. zliv. 6. zlviii. 12. 
These pttssagaty as Le Clerk observes, are all intended to describe that 
superintendiBf providence of God, which comprehends the p<ifit, the pres- 
ent, and the future. When the Almighty is said to be ' the first and the 
last/ ike.meaningof the expression is, that he is contemporary with the 
earliest and the latest events in that chain of causes and effects, by which 
be accomplishes fiis stupendous counsels. This remark is beantifuily 
adapted to (he teriea of occurrences referred to by the prophet Isaiah. It 
appears equally suitable at the commencement of a prophetical narration 
of the successes and calamities, which were appointed by the Almighty for 
the Christian church.'' YaieM, p. 220. 
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thy brethren the prophets, and of them which keep the 
sayings of this book : worship Grod." Verse 9. 

Immutability, 
Heb. i. 10—12. "And, Thou, Lord, in the beginning," 

Some of the best critics refer this passage to Christ as 
the. Father's delegate in the creation of the world. But the 
following is, I think, to be preferred. 

The passage is a quotation from Psalms cii. 25 — 27, in 
which the Psalmist makes an appeal to the immutability of 
Jehovah as the surest pledge of his faithfulness to the pos- 
terity of his chosen people ; and then adds, (verse 28,) " The 
children of thy servants shall continue, and their seed shall 
be established before thee.'* So the writer of this Epistle, 
after citing God's promise (Ps. xlv. 6, 7,) to reward the 
faithfulness of his Son, repeats the same appeal of the 
Psalmist as the sureiif pledge of the stability and perpetuity 
of Christ's kingdom. The words appear to be addressed 
not to Christ, but to Jehovah.* 

Heb. xiii. 8. " Je.s^s Christ the same yestetday, and to- 
day, and for ever." 

This passage refers not to the nature, but to the doctrine 
of Christ. With this exposition agree Adam and Samuel 
Clark, Calvin, Newcome, Whitby, Le Clerk, and the 
majority of expositors. 

Omnipresence, 

Matt, xviii. 20. "For where two or three are gathered 
together in my name, there am I in the midst of them." 
If the presence of St. Paul with the disciplet from whom 

•See Dr. Clark's Scripture Doctrine, p. 81. No. 66« ; Emlya'i 
Work«, Vol. II. p. 340 5 and Liad.ey's Sequel, p. 488. 



1*-: 

\ 



SUPPOSED TO BH ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. i41 

he was absent in. body,* was no proof that he was omni- 
present, the fulfihnent of this promise is no proof that 
Christ is omnipresent. See page 63. 

Matt, xxviii. 20* "Lo, I am with you always, even 
unto the end of tlie world." 

This promise was addressed to the eleven Apostles. It 
implied that Christ would guide, protect, and succeed 
them in the execution of their high commission. The fol- 
lowing passage contains essentially the same promise, 
though expressed in different words. ^*And these signs 
shall follow them that believe: in my name shall they cast 
out devils ; they shall speak with new tongues ; they shall 
take up serpents ; and if they drink any deadly thing, it 
shall not hurt them ; they shall lay their hands on the sick 
and they shall recover." — Mark xvi. 17, 18. The fulfil- 
ment of this promise is recorded thus : " And they went 
forth and preached every where, the Lord working with 
thern^ and confirming the word with signs follomng.^^ — 
Verse 20. 

Pearce, Wakefield, Newcome, anl many other excellent 
critics, say the phrase, ** to the end of the world," means, 
"to the end of the age;" i. e. "of the Jewish age or dispen- 
sation, which seems to limit the promise to that period of 
time." — Pearce, 

John iii. 13. " The Son of man which is in heaven." 

The Greek phrase, rendered * which is,' may be rendered 
• which was,' as it is in John xii. 17. " The people that 
was with him." If the common reading be correct, the 
passage may only mean that the Son had an intimate 
knowledge of the will and designs of the Father. Christ- 
ians are said " to sit together in heavenly places,^^ Eph. ii. 
6. Qriesbadlfljla&f marked the words '* which is in heaveii," 

doubtful* ' • 

• i Cor. ^SS/iBfol. iik 0. * 

* ' ' . r • 
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Omniscience. 

John ii. 24, 25. " Ha knew all men, and needed not that 
any should testify of man, for he knew what was in map." 

John XX. 17. " Thou knowest all things." 

Rev. ii. 23. " All the churches shall Wow that I am 
he which searciheth the reins and hearts." 

It was an opinion prevalent among the Jews, that pro- 
phets knew the thoughts and characters ofthose with whom 
they. conversed. Luke vii. 39. "Now, when the Pharisee 
which had hidden him, saw it, he spake within himself 
saying, This man, if he were di prophet, would have known 
who, and what manner of woman this is that toucheth him." 
Nor did the Pharisee misapprehend the character of an 
inspired prophet. Elisha searched and knew the heart of 
Gehazi, his servant, and the heart of Hazael.* Peter 
searched and knew the thoughts and the hearts of Ananias 
and Sapphira.f Christ possessed this power in a degree 
iar superior to that of any man that ever lived. " For he 
whom God hath sent, speaketh the words of God : for God 
giveth not the Spirit by measure unto him^^ John iii. 34. 
** The Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, and the Spirit 
of wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel and 
might, the Spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the 
Loud; and shall make him of quick understanding in the 
fear of the Lord : and he shall not judge after the sight of 
his eyes, neither reprove after the hearing of his ears."— 
Isa. xi. 2, 3. 

Here we are taught in the clearest manner, that the 
transcendent wisdom and knowledge of .Christ w«re not 
inherent in him as his own attributes, but were communica- 
ted to him by Jehovah. 

With this representation of the derived Iftiowiedge of 
Christ, we may compare the following magnificent descrip- 
tion of the underived and unaided wisdom aoS knowledge 

*See Kiii^s v. 26, aud viiL 12, 13. t Acis v. l—loL' 
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of Jehovah, as given by the same prophet. " Who hath 
directed the Spirit of the Lord, or being his counsellor hath 
taught him ? With whom took he coimsel, or who instructed 
and taught him in the path of judgment, and taught him 
knowledge, and showed to him the way of understanding."* 
Isa* xl. 13, 14. " It is the glory of God alone to know all 
things without being informed, and to pursue universally 
the best and wisest ends without being advised." 

When John said to Christ, ** Thou knowest all things," 
it is evident that he used the words in a very restricted 
sense; for he has the same expression in regard to Christ- 
ians. 1 John ii. 20. " Ye have an unction from the Holy 
One, and ye know all things^ As this phrase occurs no 
where but in the writings of John, and as he applies it to 
the disciples of Christ in general, it is clearly certain it 
does not imply omniscience. Christ assures us he knew 
not the time of the fulfilment of his own prophecy. — Mark 
xiii. 32. It implies that all things were revealed to him 
necessary for the accomplishment of his work. 

Matt. xi. 27. " No man knoweth the Son, but the 
Father ; neither knoweth any man the Father, lave the 
Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal him." 

Luke X. 22. ** All things are delivered to me of my 
Father : and no man knoweth who the Son is, but the 
Father ; and who the Father is, but the Son, and he to 
whom the Son will reveal him." 

From this mutual knowledge of the Father and Son, 
Trinitarians have inferred the mystery of the equality oi 
persons, and the unity of essence. But for such a con- 
clusion there is no foundation. Whatever knowledge the 
Son has of the Father was delivered (revealed) to him. 
And he, to whom the Son reveals the Father, knows the 
Father. The Father's knowledge is inherent in him as 

his own* aikibiiite — helmows iheSooi without a revelation. 

.>■■ 
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But neither the Son, nor any man, knows the Father 
but by revelation. Whatever is revealed, by the Father, 
may be known by the Son, and 'by any one to whom the 
Son shall reveal him* 

Almighty Power. 

Matt, xxviii. 18. "All power (elouffm authority) is given 
unto me in heaven and in earth." 

As the highest authority, or power, exercised by Christ, 
was given to him, it is certain it was not inherent in him 
as his own attribute. Accordingly he is nowhere ^in the 
Scriptures called "Ahnighty." 

CliASS VII. 

PASSAGES IN WHICH THE PECULIAR WORKS OF GOD ARE 
SUPPOSED TO BE ASCRIBED TO CHRIST. 

Creation of the World. 
There is no passage of Scripture which asserts that 
Christ " made the world," or ** created the world ;" nor is 
he once called the " creator," or the ** maker," of the world, 
or of any natural visible object. If those passages in the 
New Tdltament which ascribe creation tp Christ, as in the 
Common Version, relate to the natural world, then Christ 
sustained the same relation to God in the creation, which 
he does in the redemption, of the world. '* God, who .... 
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in 
these last days spoken unto us by his Son, ... by whom 
also he made the worlds." — Heb. i. 1, 2. As the prophets 
were the intermediate ministers by whom God spake to the 
fathers, so his Son was the intermediate minister by whom 
he made the worlds. The Son is called the ** appointed 
heir," verse 2 ; and the ** image" of the Father's person, 
verse 3. But it is certain that the invisible God is not an 
heir, nor an image. " All things were mad^ by him." — 
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John L 3. Who made all things by him ? Answer, '* — God, 
who created all things by Jesus Christ." — Eph. iii. 9. 
But Griesbach has omitted the words, "by Jesus Christ," 
as spurious. In the longest, and as some think, the most 
explicit account in the New Testament of the creation, 
(Col. i. 15 — 19) the Apostle calls Christ " the image of 
the invisible God, the first born of every creature." This 
is not a description of Jehovah. The Apostle concludes 
by saying, ** For it pleased the Father that in him should 
all fulness dwell." Whatever agency Christ exercised in 
the creation here described, was in subordination to the 
will of the Father. The doctrine of the creation, therefore, 
furnishes no evidence that Christ is God. 

Forgiveness of Sins* 

Mark ii. 7. *' Who can forgive sins but God only?" 
Any one can forgive sins Avhom God is pleased to invest 
with adequate power and authority. Because Jesus said to 
the sick of the palsy, " Thy sins be forgiven thee," the 
Jews accused him of blasphemy. He*replied, " Whether 
is it easier to say. Thy sins be forgiven thee ; or to say, 
Arise, and walk. But that ye may know that thci Son of 
man hath power on earth to forgive sins" — MaiL ix. 2. 
Thus did Jesus- teach them that it was as easy to forgive 
sins, as to heal the sick ; and also repelled their charge of 
blasphemy by assuring them that he pronounced the for- 
giveness of sins as the Son of man, entirely dependent on 
Qod for his miraculous power. And thus was he under- 
stood by the people. For "when the multitude saw it, they 
marvelled, and glorified God which had given such power 
unto' men." If having power to forgive sins proves Christ 
to be God, the Apostles may be proved to be Gods. For 
Christ said unto them, " As my Father hath sent me, even 
•Q send I you .... Whose soever sins ye remit, they are 
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remitted unto them; and whose soever sins ye retain, the j 

are retained." — John xx. 21, 23. . 

*t 
Death and Resurrection, 

John X. 17, 18. "Therefore doth my Father love me, 
because I lay down my life, that I might take it again. No 
man taketh it from me, but I lay it down of mysel£ I have 
power to lay it down, and I have power to take it again. 
This commandment have I received of my Father^" 

As Christ laid down his life and received it again, in 
obedience to his Father's command, his deaU^ and resur- 
rection furnish no evidence that he is God,. God cannot 
be the subject of a command. 

Authority to judge the World. 

2 Cor. V. 10. " For we must all appear before the 
judgment seat oi Christ." 

1 Cor. vi. 2, 3. ** Do ye not know that the saints shall 
judge the world? .... Know ye not that we shall judge 
angels ? how much more things which pertain to this life ?" 
^ This passage fully justifies the conclusion that Christ 
being the constituted judge of the world is no evidence that 
he is God. For further illustration of this, see page 76, 77. 

See Norton's Statement of Reasons; Section IX. Wrig^ht's Esnjs, 
p. 431 — 481. Belsham's Calm Inquiry, Section III. IV, V. Vindicatioo, 
9lc by Yates, part III. Chap. V. VI. VII. 






SECTION XIV. 

THE SPIRIT OF GOD NOT ANOTHER PERSON DISTINCT 

FROM GOD. 

" On all hands it is agreed," says Dr. Dwight, " that the 
Holy Ghost is acknowledged by Trinitarians to be a 
Dimne Per^nJ^ He uses the word • person' in its proper 
and obvious sense. By 'person* he means a " percipient 
being," distinct from Gk>d the Father. 

This doctrine is to be rejected for the following reasons. 

1. It is incredible that a self-existent person should be 
the spirit of another person. The Spirit of God bears the 
same relation to God, that the Spirit of man bears to man. 
" What man knoweth the things of a man, save the Spirit 
of man which is in him? Even so the things of God know- 
eth no man (no one) but the Spirit of God." — 1 Cor. ii. 1 1. 
As the Spirit of a man is not another person distinct from 
him, bvt a consciousness by which he contemplates himself, 
and knows himself, and whatever is peculiar to himself, so 
the Spirit of God is not another person dj^inct from God, 
but is that consciousness and intelligence which is essential 
to him, whereby he manifests and reveals himself to his 
intelligent creatures. As the Spirif of a man means the 
man himself, so the Spirit of God means God himself, and 
not an other "percipient being** distinct from Gk)d. St. 
Paul unquestionab^ means, that as the man alone is con- 
scious of what pasies withia himself and as another man 
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cannot know it till it is rerealed to him ; so no one can 
know what passes in the mind of God, unless he reveal it 
to him. But St. Paul had receiyed this revelation : For he 
adds, " Now we have received, not the Spirit of the world, 
hut the Spirit which is of God ; that we might know the 
things which are freely given us of God." Verse 12. Here 
the Spirit which is of God is contrasted with the Spirit 
which is of the world ; and there is as much evidence that 
the Spirit of the world is a person distinct from the world, 
as that the Spirit of God is a person distinct from Grod. 

2. The Greek word npsvfia, which is translated * Spirit,* 
and * Ghost,' in the New Testament, and the pronouns 
standing for it, are of the neuter gender ; and consequently 
impersonaL A neuter noun is not used to express the 
proper name of a person ; nor is a neuter pronoun used 
instead of a personal pronoun. It would not he proper to 
say, ** There is one God, and none other but i/." ''God 
itself y even our Father." " Christ loved the church, and 
gave itself for it." Sometimes the pronouns are translated 
correctly, and rendered i/, its, itself " The Spirit itself 
. beareth witness Avith our Spirit." " The Spirit itself msik- 
eth intercession for us." Had the Translators always done 
so, instead of giving us *he,' *his,' *him,' they would have 
been correct, and would have appeared consistent. In John 
xiv. 17, the pronoun is four times mistranslated. I^hould 
have been, ** Even the Spirit of Truth ; which the world 
cannot receive, because it seeth it not, neither knoweth it : 
but ye know it ; for it dwell eth with you and shall* be in 
you." In the Greek the pronoun is avxo^ neuter gender. 
The Spirit of truth*is contrasted with the Spirit of error; 
1 John iv. 6. If the Spirit of Truth, which the Translators 
have in^rreetly personifiSd in Joh|i xiv. 17, be a person^ 
then it is a person in 1 John iv. 6. But if the Spirit of 
trjBth be a person, the Spirit^ of err(|r, with which it is 
■ « 



tontnurted, is a person also^ The word * Spirit' in both 
passages means the influence imder which persons act. 

itad the translators been consistent with themselves, and 
rendered the impersonal neuter pronouns correctly, *it,' 
' its,' ' itself,' instead of * he,' * his,' * him,' in all places, as 
they have in some, the appearance of the personality of Ike 
Spirit would have been almost entirely removed from the 
New Testament. But they were Trinitarians, who believed 
that GkxL and his Spirit were two distinct persons ; conse- 
queotly they gave us the personal pronouns instead of the 
impersonal a)9 in the Greek. 

3. The breath of God and the Spirit of Qod are S3rnony- 
mousk '* By the blast of God they perish, and by the breath 
of his nostrils are they consumed." — Job iv. 9. By the 
word of the Lord were the heavens made ; and all the 
host of them by the bredth of his mouth.— P*. xxxiii. 6. 
*' And Jesus breathed on his disciples and said, Receive ye 
the Holy Ghost'^-^John xx. 22. " And then shall that 
wicked be revealed whom the Lord shall consume by the 
Spirit of his moutL"— 2 Thess. ii. 8. " The Lord breathed 
into his nostrils the breath of life ; and man.became a living 
80ul."-^6re7i. ii* 7. "Thou takest away their breath and 
they die. Thou sendest forth thy Spirit and they are cre- 
ated." — Ps. civ. 29, 30. Jesus illustrates the regenenating 
influences of the Spirit by the eflects which the wind pro* 
duces : John iiL 8. " While the Spirit of God is in my 
nostrils, my lips shall not speak wickednet^^^ *^ob xxvii 3. 
Here the Spirit of God means the air, which by the agency 
end bltBteing of God, Job breathed thrpUgh his nostrils. 

Ilence it appears that under the idea of breath, wind, and 
air, we obtain the most correct ^prehension of the nature 
and operation of the ^irit of Om. of which we are'capablsb 
But no ideas are more incompatible with .proper person* 
ali^. It is absuTcllo sjyeakiof a self-existent ai)d almiglHtf •. 
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person as the breath of anbtjber perdon. , Spirit is essential 
to penonality. If the Spirit of God the Father be a dis* 
. tinct person, that J^rsoh must hare a spirit peculiar to him* 
seli^ and distinct from* the Spirit of the Father. If Qod 
be three eoual persons, the third person can no more be the 
Spirit of the first, than the first can be the Spirit of the 
thirds ^he Spirit of God can have no connection with 
persotiality, only as it is the Spirit, or power, or sufficiency, 
- .or fulnesSj or something else, of a real person. 

4. The Spirit of God is synonymous with the hand, and 
the finger of God. " The Spirit of the Lord liifted me up, 
and took me away.... but the hand of the Lord was strong 
upon me."-^£zgAr. iii. 14* "By his Spirit he hath gar- 
nished the heavens ; hiis hand hath formed the crooked ser- 
pent" — Job xxvi. 13. "When I consider the heavens, the 
work of thy fingers* ^--^P si viii. 3. "But if I cast out 
devils by the Spirit of God, then the kingdom of God 
is come linto you." — Matt: xii. 28. " But if I with the 
finger of God cast out devils, no doubt the kingdom of God 
is come upon' you^^^Luke xi. 20. 

But what cari«be more disrespectful and absurd than ta ^ 
call a se]f-exislehf and almighty person the hand and the 
finger of another co-equal person ? As the hand and the 
finger of a person are mere instruments and subordinate to 
his will, so th»^ Spirit of God is represented as subordinate 
to bis will. As what is done by the hand of a man is done 
by iYie'man, so ivhat is done by the Spirit of God is done 
by God. If the Spirit of God is the third person in the 
Trinity, then the ^M^er of God is the very same blessed 
person. 

' 5. To fortify his discipleS,against the terrors of persecu- 
tion, JesuS said to them, " But ivhen they deliver you up, 
take no thought how or what ye shall speak ; for it shall 
be given you in that same hourTiirhat ye shall speak : for it 



PERSON DXSTkNCpr FROM &OIX. 151 

18 not ye that speak, but the Spirit of your Father wliich 
epeaketh in you." — Matt. x. 19, 20. "For it is not ye that' 
speak, but the Holy Ghost." — Mark xiii 1 1. " For the 
Holy Ghost shall teach you in the^ame hotir what ye ought 
to say." — Luki xii. 12. " For I will give you a mouth, 
and wisdom, which all your adversaries shall not be able tc^ 
gainsay or resist." — xxi. 15. . By comparing these passages^ 
it appears that the Spirit of the Father is aynonymous with 
the Holy Ghost ; that the speaking of the Spirit^ and the 
teaching of the Holy Ghost, was the same thing as Christ's 
giving them a mouth and wisdom ; and that the meaning of 
the promise was, that on such occasions they should have 
all necessary supernatural assistance. 

6. That the Spirit of God, or Hoky Ghost, is. not a di»^ 
tinct person, equal with the Father, is certain fronvthia- 
declaration of Christ. "All things are delivered unto me of 
my Father ; and no one knoweth the Son but the Father ; 
neither knoweth any one the Father, save the gon, and- he 
to \rfiomsoever the Son will reveal him." — Matt, xi.27. If 
the Spirit be a person, omniscient like the Father, Jesu9^ 
'^could not have made this declaration ; for the Spirit could 
not be ignorant of any thing. Jesus, predicting a certain, 
event, said, " Of that day and-hour knoweth no one, no, not 
tl\(B angels of heaven, but my Father only." — Matt. xxiv^. 
36. If the Spirit were the third person in the Trinity, he 
would have known the day and hour as well as the Father, 

The subterfuge to which Trinitartai^s havje recourse when 
pressed with texts which assert the inferiority of the San^ ia, 
that they^ refer only to his human nature. But it is not pre- 
tended that the Holy Spirit has two naturea^ I cannot see 
the truth of the above declarations of Christ, if there are two 
other persons, besides the Father, that are omniscient. I 
see not how the Trinitarian hypothesis of three omniscient 
person? can be maintained without impeaching the testimony 
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of the &ithful and true Witness, who asserts that no one is 
omniscient but the Father. We must unhesitatingly reject 
A system which plainly contradicts our blessed Saviour. 

7. That the Spirit of God is sometimes spoken of under 
personal characters, and by the use of personal pronouns, is 
no proof of proper personality. It is common in sacred and 
pro&na writings to personify things which have no real 
personal character. The following is a specimen from the 
Scriptures. * The mountains saw God and trembled.. ..the 
deep uttered his voice, and lifted up his hands on high.' — 
Sab. iii^ 10. * Awake, awake, put on thy strength, O arm 
of the Lord.' — Isa. li. 9. * Destruction and death say, we 
have heard the fame thereof with our earsJ-^ob xzviiL 
22. So in the New Testament the Spirit is spoken of under 
thd' personal character of the Comforter, and personal pro- 
nouns become necessary. . * Howbeit, when he .the Spirit of 
truth is come, he will guide you into all truth ; for he shall 
not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that 
shall he speak ; and he will show you things to come.'-— 
John xvi. 13. The Comforter was sent, h^ s|k>ke noto/ 
himself, but was instructed. This is not language thatcaft' 
be applied to the omniscient and all-wise God. 

Such figures of speech are common in all languages ; 
but in which the dialects of the Eastern nations abound. ■ gIL 
Paul gives personal attributes io sin, death, and the grave; 
and most beautifully describes charity as exemplifying all 
the Christian graces. But let neuter pronouns be substitu* 
ted for personal, where the Greek will justify it, and it will 
be found that the Spirit or Soul of man is perscHiified as 
oflen at least, as the Spirit of God. * Why art thott cast 
down, O my soul ^ Why art thou disquieted within me i 
Hope thou in God.*-P5. xlil,5. *I will say to my soul, Sc^ 
thou bast much goods laid up for many years ; take thme 
ease, eat, drink, and be merry."-— Zittiire xii. 19.' *The spirit 
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IS willing.' — Matt, xxvi 41. * Paul's spirit was stirred in 
him, when he saw the city wholly given to idolatry.' — Acts 
xvii. 16. • The spirit of Titus was refreshed.* — 2 Cor. vii. 
13. * The Lord Jesus Christ be with thy spirit.' — 2 Tim. 
iv. 22. Now who would infer from such passages that the 
soul or spirit of a man is another person ? 

• But here it is worthy of special remark, that, though 
the Spirit is spoken of under personal characters in the 
14th, 15th, and 16th chapters of John, the personal name 
in these passages is an assumed name, and not the proper 
name of the Holy spirit. JIuQaxXTjioc; (Comforter) was a 
name given to the Spirit because it was to supply the place 
of Christ after he should ".go away," and to be an indwelling 
comforter, and abide with the disciples for ever. But all 
the personal pronouns in this connection supply the place 
of nagaxlTjTog {Corafoxter) and not JtrBv/ia the propernsiae 
of the Spirit. As these pronouns refer only to the assumed 
name ^f the Spirit, it furnishes no proof of the personality 
of the Spirit. But lest any mistake should arise from the 
use of the masculine word rendered • Comforter,' by ^a:p% 
posing it to be a real person, Jesus fully explains himself ai[v 
the first mention of the Spirit under that character. " I 
will pray the Father and he will give you another Gom- 
foxlHBr^ that he may abide with you for ever :" and then he 
adds, " even the Spirit of truth ; which the world cannot, 
receive, because it seeth it not, neither knoweth it : but ye 
Ip^ow it J for it dwelleth with you, and shall be in you." — . 
John xiv. 17. Thus Jesua explains the personal word 
ftagaxlijTog (comforter) by the impersonal word TtPBv/ia 
(Spirit,) and by the following pronouns all of the neuter 
ffender ; which he would tK>t have done had he believed 
iir the personality of the Spirit. The fulfilment of this 
promise is a complete confirmationrof the argument. Jesus 
to his disoiplesa '^ The&e things have I. spoken unto 

N* 
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you in proverbs :'' that is, in figurative or metftphorical 
language ; ** but the time cometh when I shall no more 
speak unto you in proverbs." Hence after his resarrec- 
tioUi and the consequent fulfilment of the promise to send 
the Spirit, we find the figurative language entirely laid 
aside ; and the Spirit is spoken of plainly, and without met* 
aphor throughout the New Testament. The promise was 
fulfilled on the day of Pentecost, not by the mission of a 
person among them, but by such an effusion of the Spirit 
as invested them with miraculous powers. As the word 
nvBvfiVL (Spirit) means wind, or air in motion,^ the prom- 
ise was fulfilled accordingly, thus : — " Suddenly there came 
a sound from heaven, as of a rustling, mighty wind ; and it 
filled all the house where they were sitting. And there 
appeared unto them cloven tongues, as of fire, and it sat 
upon each of them. And they were filled with the Holy 
Ghost, and began to speak with other tongues, as the Spirit 
gave them utterance." — Acts ii. 2—4. Hve was a literal 
fulfilment of the promise to send them another Com£>rter, 
even the Spirit of truth, which should be in them and abide 
with them forever. 

As Jesus personified the Spirit only under a borrowed 
name or character which was merely figurative, and which 
was never employed in any literal description, that very 
personification is so far from fiivoring the real personality 
of the Spirit, that it is a strong argument against it. 

8. The Holy Spirit, with which the Apostles were bap» 
tized on the day of Pentecost, was analogous to the water 
with which the disciples of John were baptized. * John tr«ly 
baptized with water, but ye shall be baptized with tlu 
Holy Ghost.'' The Spirit, with which the Apostles were 
baptized, answers to the water with which John baptized. 
But this analogy is totally inconsistent with, and subversive 

*See I'drkburst. 
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ok the personality of the Spirit. For as the water, in 
John's baptism, was not a person, or agent, so neither was 
the Holy Ghost a person or agent in the baptiao^ 
at Pentecost. Water is often used as a metaphorical rep* 
resentationofthe Holy Spirit. Hence baptizhig with th^ 
Holy Spirit is in perfect accordance with that metaphor. 
Though baptizing with the Holy Spirit is mentioned fre- 
quently in the New Testament, yet the Spirit is never rep- 
resented as an agent in that ordinance. It is uniformly 
spoken of as that with which the subjects were baptized, as 
water is that with which the subjects were baptized. Per- 
sonality has no more connection with the Spirit than with 
the water. 

The Spirit procudtth from the Father; it is poured 
outf and shed forth; it is given by measure, and not by 
measure ; and when given bi/ measure there is a residue 
with the giver. Its descent is like that of rain and dew ; 
and the impression it makes is compared to that of 
ink. ' Now such representations are entirely incompatible 
with the notion of the personality of the Spirit. 

9. Trinitarians themselves furnish a powerful argument 
against their own hypothesis in thfi- almost total neglect 
with which they treat the Holy Spirit in their devotional 
exercises. They generally pray to the Father only, and 
pay no more deference to the Holy Ghost than if they hqd 
*< not so much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost." 
Does this look as if they believed in its personality and 
equality with the Father ? With the single exception of 
closing their prayers with an ascription to Father, Son» 
and Spirit, they are no more Trinitarian in their prayeref 
than we are. When they pray to God to pour out his 
Spirit, do they mean tc ask one self-existent person to pour 
out another self-existeot person ? No. They mean to ask 
God to display his grace in the communication of some 



gpiritaal blessing — the very thing which We mean. In the 
ardor of derotion they seem to ibrget that they are address* 
ing three objects of worship, and imperceptibly mn into 
Unitarianism. When they thank God for sending his Son 
into the world, they probably mean, by Son, the dependent 
Son, who could be santtified and sent ; and who came not 
to Ao his own will, but the will of God who sent him. 
They make but little practical use of the doctrine of the 
Trinity* It seems to be retained and prized chiefly as a 
theme of controversy, and the test of orthodoxy. 

10. If there are three equal persons in the Godhead, their 
mutual love and affection must be equal Much is said in 
the Scriptures of the mutual love of the Father and Son. 
But there is no intimation that either the Father or the Son 
loves the Spirit ; or that the Spirit loves either the Father 
or the Son. If they be equal persons, their claims upon 
cwr love, service and gratitude, must be equal* But we are 
not required, in the Scriptures, to love, serve, or honor the 
Spirit. If they be equal, their love to us must be equal. 
But no Scripture asserts that the Spirit loves us ; while ex- 
pressions of the Father's love and of Christ's love, are very 
numerous. John speaks of the throne of God and the Lamb; 
. and Christ speaks of his Father's throne, and his own ; but 
we have no intimation that there is a throne for the Spirit. 
St. Paul asserts that in the end of the world, the Son will 
deliver up the kingdom to God, even the Father ;- but why 
not to the Spirit^ as well as to the Father, if they be equal 
persons in the Grodhead 1 Is the Spirit to have no share in 
the glory of redemption ? Where the Spirit is personified, 
he is represented as subordinate to the will of another. He 
is sent. He speaks only what he hears. But if he 
obeys he is entitled to a reward. The Son is exalted, 
crowned and rewarded for his services \ but there is i^o i^i- 
timation of any reward for the Spirit* All this seems suffi- 
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eiently decisive against the Spirit's personality and equality 
with the Father. 

The phrase Holy Ghost y I believe is not in the Old Tes- 
tament. The phrase Holy Spirit, occurs but three times ; 
and^ is represented not as a person, but as the spirit of a 
person. " Take not thy Holy Spirit from me." — Ps, li. 11. 
** They rebelled, and vexed Aw Holy Spirit." — Isa. Ixiii. 10. 
*• Where is he that put his Holy Spirit within him."— 

Verse 11. 

Isa. i. 14. " Your new moons and your appointed feasts 

my soul hateth." Isa. xlii. 1. "Mine elect, in whom my 

$oul delighteth." Heb. x. 38. " If any man draw back my 

soul shall have no pleasure in him." Here is as much 

evidence that the soul of God is another person, as we have 

that the Spirit of God is another person. 

Job xxvii. 3, 4. " All the while my»breath is in me, and 
the Spirit of God is in my nostrils ; My lips shall not sj[^k 
wickedness, nor my tongue utter deceit." 
Would the Trinitarian have us believe that the third 
person in the Trinity was, in some mysterious manner, in 
the nostrils of Job ? 

"And the angel answered and said unto her, The Holy 

Ohost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest 

shall overshadow thee : therefore that holy thing that shall 

be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God." — Luke 

i. 35. 

In the Apostle's Creed, so called, we read— r"wh6 was 

conceived by the Holy Ghost, bom of the Virgin Mary," 

^. Now according to the Trinitarian hypothesis, the ' 

Son, the 8e<;ond person in the Trinity, was conceived by 

the third person in tbe Trinity, and yet his Fatbe^ is the 

first person in the Trinity. ^ 

See Bible Newi, Put III. The Imj^nonality of the Holy Ghott, by.'-. - 
f ohn Manom. Baaerofl's Sennons, Setmon V. ' *• - 
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SECTION XV. 



AN IXdUIRV AFTER THE SUPPOSED SECOND PERSOX 
IN THE TRINITY, GOD THE SON. 

The absence of the phrase ** God the Son" from the 
Bible is strong evidence that there is no such person. For 
if there were, no reason can be assigned why he should ." 
not be mentioned as frequently as God the Father, or tfc^'... 
Son of God. But as " God the Son" is not so much at 
named in the Bible, I must conclude he is not known there, ^ 
but is the creature of human creeds. 

Jesus is called " the Son," not a Son — " The only Son of 
God." IJe says, "Verily, I say unto you, The Son^ of 
himself, can do nothing.''^ Therefore, if there be not 
another Son, Almighty and Eternal, there is no " God the 
Son," equal with the Father in eternity, power, and glory. 
It will upt, I think, be pretended that there is apy other 
•* only Sdn ofGod,^' but he who said, " I can of mine own 
ulf d^ nothing y 

The loomed Trinitarian Commentator, Dr, Adam Cl^k, 

8ayi?, (L#uke i. 35.) " We may plainly perceive here, that 

the-angeldoes not give the appellation Qf Son of God to the 

^^ivine naiur ^oi Chxisi] but to that holy person or thing 

. to uyiov^ which was to be born of the Virgin, by the energy 

flihof the Holy Spirit. ...Here I trua* I may be permitted to say, 

with all due respect tQ tho§e who diflfer from me, that the 
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doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ, is, in my opinion, 
. atitiscriptural ; and highly dangerous ', this doctrine I reject 
for the following reasons : 

•* 1st. I have not been able to find any express declaration 
in the scriptures concerning it. 

- " ?dly. If Christ be the Son of God as to his divine nature^ 
then he cannot be eternal : for son implies a father ; and 
father implies the idea oi generation ; and generation im« 
plies a time in which it was effected, and time also antece- 
dent to such generation^ 

" 3dly. If Christ be the Son of God, as to his divine 
nature, then the Father is of necessity ]^rior, consequently 
superior to him.- 
^ " 4thly. Again, if this divine nature were begotten of the 
'.: Father^ then it must be in time ; i. e. there Avas a period in 
wUf^i it did not exist, and a period when it began to exist' 
This destroys the eternity of our blessed Lord, and robs him 
' V al once of his Godhead. 

* ** 5thly. To say that he was begotten from all eternity^ is 
in my opinion, absurd ; and the phrase eternal Son, is a posi- 
tive self-contradiction. Eternity is that which has no 
beginning, nor stands in any reference to time. Son' 
-supposes time, generation, and Father: and time also anr 
iecedent to such generation. Therefore the conjunction of 
these two terms. Son and eternity, is absolutely impossible,^ 
as they imply essentially different and opposite ide^," 

Professor Stewart is of the same opinion with Dt. Clark. 
He believes neither in eternal Soni noi eternal generation. ' 
He says, " The generation of the Son of God 05 dimmer as 
God, seems to be out of the question : unless it be an expres^ 
doctrine of revelation : which is so &r from being'the case,«- 
that I conceive the contrary is plainly totaght^^ 

*See Leonard oa (be Unity of God, p 99. r ' • '-.^ 
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Dr. Watts also j>erceiyed the a^Msurdity of " eternal Soil'* 
He says ** t know no text whi^ jpyes Christ, considered 
as God, the title ' the Son.' Son of God is the humanity of 
Christ."* 

Others f go with the ancient Christian Fathers, coneen> 
ing whom Professor Stewart says, ' They involyed them- 
delves in more than a Cretan labyrinth by undertaking to 
defend the eternal generation of the Son*' 

The diiSerence between these two o]pinions of the. Son, is 
no less than infinite. According to the one, the Son of 
God is a> finite beittg; according to the other, an eternal 
being. 

The doctrine of ** God the Son" contradicts the entire 
history of the miraculous works of Christ. According to 
^e Trimtarian hypothesis, it was '* God the Son," (not Grod 
the Father) who tOok human nature, and became ip|u* 
nate. " God the Son " is the divine nature of Christ — Ihat 
nature which constitutes his equality with the Father ; by 
which he is able to do all that Grod can do ; and by which 
he did accomplish supernatural works while on earth. All 
.^^ that Jesus ever did as God, he did as " God the Son." Such 
is the Trinitarian hypothesis. But it contradicts the his* 
tory of all the mighty works Jesus ever performed. The- 
Scriptures refer all the sniper human powers with which 
Christ was invested, to God the Father (not God the Son) 
as their original source. The man Chiist Jesus never 
acknowledged the receipt of any &vor from ** God the Son" 
^ " — he never prayed to him, or recognized him in any way 
whatever ; but constantly asserted that he received all firom 
the Father. Had Jesus been ** God the Son" he would 
iiave needed no assistance from the Father. He would not 
have prayed\> the Father. God never prays. But as 

W-*! * S«e Eeonard on the Unity of God, p 101. 
t See Robbins on the Trinity. 
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Jesus always prayed before performing a miracle, all his 
mighty works bear testtwOLy that he was not " God the 
Son." The existence of " God the Son," is either neces- 
sary, or it is not necessary. If necessary, there must be 
something for him to do. But God the Father Almighty, 
who made the worlds by his Son, and who has thus far 
accomplished the glorious work of redemption by him, can, 
unquestionably, complete it by the same Son. The Son 
can obtain from the Father all the wisdom, knowledge, and 
power, necessary for the accomplishment of every media- 
torial work assigned to him. In all the mighty works 
which Christ performed while on earth, two agents ap- 
peared — one was the Almighty Father ; the other was the 
Son, who of himself could do nothing, 

I Cor. XV. 24, 28. " Then comelh the end, when he 
sl^pl have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the 

Father Then shall the Son also himself be subject 

unto him that put all things under him, that God may be 
all in all." Here we find the same dependent Son, deliv- 
ering up the kingdom to God the Father (not God the 
Son) — himself being subject to the Father, that God may 
be all in all. As " God the Son" takes no part in the work 
of human redemption, so no honors seem to be in reserve 
for him ; but in the final consummation of all things the 
glory will redound to God the Father. But if " God the 
Son" never appears in the Scriptures; and if his existence 
is not necessary, there being nothing for him to do, he cer- 
tainly does not exist. 
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SECTION XVI. 

HISTORICAL EVIDENCE THAT THE FIRST CHRIS* 
TIANS WERE NOT TRINITARIANS. 

As the following testimonies are all from TrinitariaQ 
authors, they will not be suspected of an unfavorable bias 
against the Trinitarian doctrine. 

The learned historian, Dr. Mosheim, gives the follow* 
ing account of the doctrines of the Christian church, as 
taught and maintained during the first two caituries. ^ 

" The christian system, as it was hitherto taught, pre- 
served its native and beautiful simplicity, 'and was compre- 
hended in a small number of articles. The public teachers 
inculcated no other doctrines, than those that are con- 
tained in what is commonly called the Apostles Creed ; and 
in the method of illustrating them, all vain subtiltiea, all 
mysterious researches, every t)iing that was beyond the 
reach of common capacities, were carefully avoided. This 
will by no means appear surprising to those who consider, 
that, at this time there was not the least controversy about 
those capital doctrines of Christianity, which were after- 
wards so keenly debated in the church; and who reflect, 
that the bishops of these primitive times were, for the most 
part, plain and illiterate men, remarkable rather for their 
piety and zeal, than for their learning and eloquence."* 

The Apostles Creed (so called) has not a word about the 
Trinity. It is strictly Unitarian. It calls no person Gopi 

*£ccl. History, voK I. p. 180. Charlestown edit. 1$10, 
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but the Father. It calls no Person almighty, but the 
Father. It ascribes the creation of heaven and earth to 
no Person but the Father. Seepage 10. By all who 
admit the competency of the witness, this testimony must, 
I think, be considered as decisive, that the system of faith 
in the first and second centuries was not Trinitarian. Thai 
ihe same was true of the third century will appear by the 
following testimony from the same author. 

** In the year 317, a new contention arose in Egypt, 
upon a subject of much higher importance, [than the faction 
of the Donatists] and with consequences of a yet more 
pernicious nature. The subject of this fat^ controversy, 
which kindled such deplorable divisions throughout thtf 
christian world, was the doctrine of three persons in ihe 
godhead; a doctrine which, in the three meceding centu- 
rie^ had happily escaped the vain curiosity of human 
researches." Page 399» 

If the doctrine of the Trinity, while in embryo^ could be 
the occasion of so much evil, of what inconceivable mis^ 
chief is it capable, having grown to maturity! It hadbeeis 
well for the church, well for the world, if it " had happily 
escaped the vain curiosity of human researches," not only 
during "the three preceding centuries," but to the end of 
time! The same author, page 414 — 15, speaks more defi- 
nitely, as to the time when, and* the place where, the 
doctrine of the Trinity was first decreed by the Christian 
church. 

"An hundred and fifty bishops, who were present at 
this council, [Constantinople, A. D. 381] gave the finishing 
touch to what the council of Nice haA left imperfect, and 
fixed in a full and determinate manner, the doctrine of 
three Persons in one God^ which is as, yet received among 
the generality of christians." 

The second witness I will summon i^ Dr. MILNSR^ 
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who, in describing the council of Constantinople, says :— 
•* This council very accurately defined the doctrine of the 
•Trinity, and enlarging a Utile the Nicene Creed, they 
delivered it as we now have it in our communion service. 
The Macedonian heresy which blasphemed the Holy 
Ghost, gave occasions- to a more explicit representation of 
the third Person in the Trinity."* 

The Nicene Creed was defective in two respects. It 
recognized neither the Divinity of the Holy Ghost, nor 
the Son's equality with the Father. These defects were 
supplied by the Council of Constantinople. Whether this 
was enlarging the Nicene Creed " a little" as Dr. Milner 
calls it, the reafder can judge. 

Mr. Yates gives the following. ** Another learned Re- 
formed and vigorous defender of orthodoxy^ who main- 
tains the same •pinion, is M. Jurieu. Speaking of the 
doctiine of the Trinity as believed both by Papists and 
Calvinists, he says, * Every one knows that this mystery 
remained incomplete, {informed) without its right form or 
shape, until the council of Nice, nay, until that of Con- 
stantinople ;' and he asserts, and by proper citations fully 
proves, that all the ancients of the three first ages believed 
the Son to have been created by, and inferior to, the 
FaiheT.''—Vi7idication, iSfc. p. 278, 279. 

Mr. Norton gives the following. "Every well informed 
Trinitarian has at least heard of the orthodoxy and learning 
of Bishop Bull. His Defence of the Nicene Creed is the 
standard vvork as regards the argument in support of the 
doctrine of the Trinity from Ecclesiastical History. But 
one whole division of this famous work is employed in 
maintaining the suhordinaticn of the Son. * No one can 
doubt,' he says, *that the Fathers who lived before the 
Nicene Council acknowledged this suboidination. It re- 

• Church Hisi. Vol. T. p. 333, Phi', edit. 1835. 
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mains to show that the Fathers who wrote after this 
council, taught the same doctrine.' "* — " Defensio Fidel 
NicancB, Sect. IV. cap. I. ^ 3." 

Finally, this has been practically admitted by every 
Trinitarian that ever attempted to prove the contrary. All 
have retired from the field without success. Dr. Dwight, 
already consulted, page 33, has given us the best he could 
on the subject, but has failed to produce a single testimony 
to the point. The latest able controversy on this subject 
was between Dr. Priestley and Bishop Horseley, of the last 
century : the former maintaining that the primitive believ- 
ers were Unitarians ; the latter, the contrary. And though 
Bishop Horseley was a man of great learning, and fully 
competent to do justice to his cause, yet the attempt was a 
total failure. If such men as Or. Dwight and Bishop 
HoTseleyt could not prove that the primitive christians 
believed in the doctrine of three co-equal and co-etemal 
Persons in the Godhead, we may rest assured that it never 
can be proved. 

Having shown that the first Christians knew nothing of 
the doctrine of the Trinity, I will conclude with some ex- 
tracts from Professor Norton, touching its origin. 

*' We can trace the history of this doctrine," says Mr. 
Norton, " and discover its source ; not in the Christian 
revelation, but in the Platonic philosophy ; which was the 
prevalent philosophy during the first ages after the intro- 
duction of Christianity ; and of which all the more eminent 
Christian writers, the Fathers, as they are called, were, in 
a greater or less degree, disciples. They, as others have 

• Statement of Reasons, p. 6. 

t " Horseley has been, not inaptly, de8erit>ed as the last of the race 
of epi-scopa) giants of the Warburtoniao st\koo\. "'^Encyclopedia of Rtlig' 
ouM Knowledge, p. G3li« 
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often done, bleiiSed their philosophy and theif reljg^n into 
one complex and heterogeneous system ; and taught the 
doctrines of the former as those of the latter. In this 
manner, they introduced errors into the popular £dth. 

** * It is an old complaint of learned men/ says Mpsheim, 
• that the Fathers, or teachers of the ancient church, were 
too much inclined to the philosophy of Plato, and rashly 
confounded what was taught by that philosopher with the 
doctrines of Christ, our Saviour ; in consequence of which, 
the religion of Heaven was greatly corrupted, and the 
truth much obscured.* 

Again, says Mr. Norton, " the very learned Cud worth, in 
his great work on the Intellectual System, has brought 
together all that antiquity could furnish to illustrate this 
doctrine. He institutes a long and minute comparison 
between the forms in which it was held by the heathen 
Platonists, and that in which it was held by the Christian 
Fathers. Toward the conclusion of this, we find the fol- 
lowing passages:" — (I give but one.) 

" * As the Platonic Pagans after Christianity did approve 
of the Christian doctrine concerning the Logos, as that 
which was exactly agreeable with their own ; so did the 
generality of the Christian Fathers before and after the 
Nicene council, represent the genuine Platonic Trinity as 
really the same thing with the Christian, or as approaching 
so near to it, that they differed chiefly in circumstances, or 
the manner of expression.' 

" Basnage was not disposed to allow such a resemblance 
between the Christian and Platonic Trinity, as that which 
Cudworth maintains, and has written expressly in refuta- 
tion of the latter. It is not necessary to eniet into this 
controversy. The sentence with which he concludes his 
remarks on the subject is enough for our purpose. 
• Christianity, in its triumph, has often reflected honor on 
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the Platpuists ; and as Christians took some pride in find- 
ing the Trinity> taught by a philosophei, so the Platonists 
were proud in their turn to see the Christians adopt their 

principles.' 

" There has been no more noted defender of the doctrine 
in modern times, than Bishop Horseley. The following 
is a quotation from his letters to Dr. Priestley. 

" * I am very sensible, that the Platonizers of the second 
century were the orthodox of that age. I have not denied 
this. On the contrary, I have endeavoured to show that 
their Platonism brings no imputation upon their Orthodoxy. 
The advocates of the Catholic faith in modern times have 
b^n too apt to take alarm at the charge of Platonism. I 
rejoice and glory in the opprobrium. I not only confess, 
but I maintain, not a perfect agreement, but such a simili- 
tude, as speaks a common origin, and afibrds an argument 
in confirmation of the Catholic doctrine [of the Trinity] 
from its conformity to the most ancient and universal tra- 
ditions.' 

" I might produce more authorities in support of the facts 
which have been stated. But I conceive it to be unnecessary. 
The fair inference from these facts, every reader is able'to 
draw for himself. The doctrine of the Trinity is not a 
doctrine of Christ and his Apostles, but a fiction of the later 
Platonists, introducgd into our religion by the Fathers, 
who were admirers and disciples of the philosophy taught 
in this school. The want of all mention of it in the 
Scriptures is abundantly compensated by the ample space 
which it occupies in the writings of the heathen Platonists, 
and of the Platonizing Fathers. 

**Bat what has been stated is not the only evidence 
which Ecclesiastical History afibrds against this doctrine. 
The conclusioti to which we have just arrived is confirmed 
by other &cts. Bat these, however impollant, 1 ^ill here 
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but barely mention. They are the facts of its gradual 
int induction; of its slow growth to its prese?ii form; of 
the strong opposition which it encountered ; and of its 
tardy reception among the great body of common Christ- 
ians. 

" Cudworth after remarking * that not a few of those 
ancient Fathers, who were therefore reputed Orthodox 
because they zealously opposed Arianism,' namely, Greg- 
ory Nyssen, Cyril of Alexandria, and others, entertained 
the opinion that the three persons in the Trinity were 
three distinct individuals, *like three individual men, 
Thomas, Peter, and John' ; the divine nature being com- 
mon to the former as the human nature is to the latter; 
observes that * some would think that the ancient and gen- 
uine Platonic Trinity, taken with all its faults is to be 
preferred before this Trinity/ He then says ; * But as 
this Trinity came afterwards to be decried for tritheistic ; 
so in tie room thereof, started there up that other Trinity 
of persons numerically the same, or having all one and 
the same singular existent essense; a doctrine which 
seemeth not to have been owned by any public authority 
in the Christian church, save that of the Lateran council 
only.' 

** This is the present orthodox form of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. Cudworth refers to the fourth general Lateran 
council, held in 1215, under Pope Innocent the Third. 
The same council which, in the depth of the dark ages, 
established the modern doctrine of the Trinity, established, 
likewise, that of Transubstantiation ; enforced with the 
utmost rigor the persecution of heretics, whom it ordered 
to be sought out and exterminated ; and prepared the way 
for the tribimals of the Inquisition."* 

* Statement of Reasons, p. 51-^]. 
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